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PREFACE

The Ingtitute for Defense Analyses prepared this document in fulfillment of the
task order “Independent Study of Military Readiness Reporting System,” sponsored by the
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Personnel & Readiness).

The authors are fully accountable for the content of this report, but would like to
thank the many people who assisted us in our efforts. Many experts from DaoD,
independent research associations, and private citizens made valuable input to this study.
Most of those contributions were made in a collegial “ non-attribution” atmosphere, but we
have listed the over 400 people we had the good fortune to interview in an appendix to this
report. We were deeply impressed by the professionalism and dedication of each service
member and DoD civilian we worked with during our study.

We especially wish to thank Dr. Stanley Horowitz and Mr. James R. Locher |11 for
their review of this document, and General Wedley Clark (USA, ret.), General Wayne
Downing (USA, ret.), Admiral Harold W. Gehman (USN, ret.), and General Anthony C.
Zinni (USMC, ret.) for their advice during the preparation of this report.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Congress, in Section 361 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Y ear 2000, directed the Secretary of Defense to provide for an independent study of the
reguirements for a comprehensive readiness reporting system (RRS) for the Department of
Defense. The Institute for Defense Analyses was tasked to conduct that study, and this
report documents our effort. As directed, the study considers the existing requirements for
a readiness reporting system established by the United States Code,
Title 10, Section 117, as well as other RRS characteristics and capabilities that could
improve DoD’s ability to measure the readiness of U.S. Armed Forces to carry out the
National Security Strategy (NSS). Our findings and recommendations are summarized
below.

A. READINESSREPORTING HASIMPROVED IN RECENT YEARS

The current readiness reporting system (RRS) exhibits many positive aspects and
has been improved significantly in recent years. The unit reporting system, GSORTS,
helps unit commanders raise readiness issues up the chain of command. GSORTS also
allows higher-level commanders to see the status of lower-level units. The Services and
the Joint Staff have a number of improvement programs underway that will continue the
process of gradual improvement that has characterized unit reporting over the years.

The joint reporting system, IMRR, represents a significant improvement in the
readiness reporting system because it, for the first time, 1) enables a detailed assessment of
a wide range of joint readiness issues identified by the CINCs, Services, and combat
support agencies (CSASs), 2) provides a forum for dealing with deficiencies, and
3) focuses DoD leadership on key aspects of the military’s capability to conduct a wide
range of operational missions in support of the NSS.

B. READINESSREPORTING NEEDSFURTHER IMPROVEMENT

Despite these significant advances, our analysis has led us to conclude that further
improvements in readiness reporting are needed to meet fully the Title 10 requirements
established by Congress, and to ensure that DoD’ s leadership has sufficient information to
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assess the readiness of U.S. forces to meet the demands of the NSS. As part of this
analysisweidentified a number of areas where improvements seem appropriate:

1.

The readiness reporting system needs to measure the capability of the Armed
Forcesto carry out the full range of NSS requirements.

The coverage of the readiness reporting system should be expanded to
include additional DoD elements that are essential to readiness.

Reports need to be more uniform across the Unified Commands (CINCs),
Services, and Defense Agencies.

Sustainability reports need improvement.

The RRS needs new automated systems that will enhance the scope and depth
of analysis.

The Secretary of Defense needs to provide comprehensive guidance to DoD
components regarding their NSS missions and tasks.

Reports to Congress need to be redesigned to meet congressional
reguirements.

Taken together, these needs call for a number of changes in the readiness reporting

system.

C. POTENTIAL IMPROVEMENTS

1. Vision of aNew RRS

Readiness reporting today focuses on the readiness of battalions, ships, and
squadrons and on other selected aspects of CINC, Service, and Defense Agency readiness.
An improved readiness reporting system should provide the Secretary of Defense and
Congress a comprehensive view of DoD readiness to perform the full range of missions
identified in the National Security Strategy. This goal can be accomplished by adopting
four major ideas:

Supported CINCs should report their readiness to execute each of their NSS
missionsin terms of their CINC-level mission-essential tasks (METS).

Supporting CINCs, Services, and Defense Agencies should report their
readiness to execute the MET s associated with their CINC-related missions.

Modern information technology can enhance readiness reporting and can
reduce the reporting workload.
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e Mogt tasks are performed by systems or processes whose output, when
compared with a requirement, can be taken as a measure of the readiness of
the system or process to execute the assigned task.

Title 10 provides the basis for the vision of a future readiness reporting system. It
makes the CINCs “directly responsible to the Secretary of Defense for the preparedness of
thelr commands to carry out assigned missions.” Title 10 also requires each Service
Secretary to “carry out the functions of the department so as to fulfill (to the maximum
extent practicable) the current and future operational requirements of the unified and
specified combatant commands.” This requirement provides a basis for requiring the
Services to report readiness in terms of their preparedness to execute their Title 10
functional tasks.

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff has established the basis on which it
seems reasonable for the CINCs to report their readiness—the CINC-levd METs
associated with each Secretary of Defense-assigned mission that each CINC has already
identified as part of the Joint Training System (JTS). The CJCS has stated, “The JTS is
the principal tool to ensure DoD readiness to execute the NSS.”

The envisioned readiness reporting system calls for DoD to collect, analyze, and
report substantially more data. Expanded capabilities of Web-based information
technology systems make such increased data handling possible. These capabilities allow
DaoD to capture large amounts of data from the lowest-level functional activities and make
these data automatically available to the readiness reporting system. For example,
personnel transactions entered into DoD personnel databases or maintenance transactions
entered into a Service maintenance database can be captured by the readiness reporting
system. Ultimately, al the status data included in GSORTS should be based on this form
of unit-level transaction data. This capability holds the promise of significantly reducing
the workload associated with the current readiness reporting system.

Modern management techniques support basing new readiness reports on the
readiness of systems or processes. A modern readiness reporting system can be both
comprehensive and comprehensible only if it reports the readiness of systems or processes
that encompass the enormous amount of data collected by the DoD readiness reporting
system.
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2. Recommendations

This vision of a future RRS calls for a number of improvements to existing
reporting systems. Most of these changes can be included in a new DoD directive and
initiated immediately—even though full implementation may take some time. Other
improvements must await the development of new information management systems.
Hereisasummary of the changes we think are necessary.

a.

Recommended Readiness Reporting System Changes

Require CINCs, Services, and Defense Agencies to report their readiness in
terms of their readiness to perform the mission essential tasks associated with
the full range of their Secretary of Defense-assigned and Title 10 missions.

Expand the unit reporting system, GSORTS, to include all readiness-related
units and entities under the control of the CINCs, the Services, and the
Defense Agencies.

Create a Web-based readiness reporting system.

Identify the systems or processes that are responsible for performing
mission-essential tasks and, ultimately, base readiness reporting on the
readiness of those systems or processes.

Recommended M anagement Actions

Issue detailed instructions covering the development and final structure of an
improved DoD Readiness Reporting System as called for in Title 10,
Section 117.

Establish a readiness analysis center that will support the readiness-related
activities of al DoD elements.

Develop the information technology systems and databases essential to
comprehensive readiness reporting.

Expand the current Contingency Planning Guidance to include direction to
the Services and Defense Agencies regarding their responsibilities to execute
Title 10 functions and mission-essential tasks in support of the NSS and
CINC plans.

Review Service and Defense Agency plans for supporting the execution of
CINC plans.
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c. Recommended Congressional Actions

1. Amend Title 10 to consolidate all readiness reporting requirements in one
section of law.

2. Limit reporting requirements to summary reports of quarterly IMRR reports
and periodic updates.

3. Should there be a need for more detailed data, require DoD to install a
SIPRNET termina in the House of Representatives and Senate to enable
Members and appropriate staff access to the more detailed assessments
available to the CINCs and Secretary of Defense.

3. Reporting the Readiness of Systems

The Defense Transportation System (DTS) exemplifies a system whose readiness
is critical to overal readiness. The DTS involves all four Services, most CINCs and
Defense Agencies, three types of transportation (ground, sea, and air), multiple nodes
(installations, ports, and bases, both military and civilian, U.S. and foreign), and
prepositioned equipment and supplies. All DTS pieces are known today and are modeled
in programmatic studies. Most operational units in the DTS report in GSORTS. Most
installations, ports, and other nodes do not report their readiness.

Today, no single CINC or Service has visibility over the DTS, and none is
responsible for reporting the system’'s readiness. As a result, no one subordinate to the
Secretary of Defense or the CJICS is responsible for knowing overal DTS readiness or
even for ensuring efficient DTS operations. If DoD were to follow the example of the
most modern businesses, it would include all DTS pieces in GSORTS and the Secretary of
Defense would assign one senior commander to report the readiness of the entire DTS.
Taking these two steps would place responsibility for reporting DTS readiness on a
commander with the ability to affect the system’s overall readiness and would relieve the
Secretary of Defense and CJCS from having to draw conclusions about DTS readiness
from multiple, generally uncoordinated reports.

Figure S-1 presents a view of the Defense Transportation System that could serve
as the basis for a new report. Reporting responsibility might be given to CINC
TRANSCOM, for example.
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Figure S-1. CINCTRANS Reports the Readiness of the Defense Transportation System

If a single CINC were assigned responsibility for reporting DTS readiness, he
could focus on the output of the system based on his assessment of the capability of the
system to provide the required throughput of forces and materiel over time. In order to
understand the system’s readiness, the CINC would identify the tasks and output metrics
for each entity in the system and assess the capability of each entity against the
requirement. This approach would allow the CINC to report to the Secretary of Defense
on his readiness to execute a mission-essential task, i.e., the DTS throughput capability,
without having to report the readiness of each piece of the system.

This approach would also improve operational and resource alocation decisions.
If the DTS were thought of as a chain that is no stronger than its weakest link, then the
CINC would be able to identify the weakest link in the chain and take action to strengthen
that link, e.g., expedite the flow through a bottleneck or allocate additional resources. In
addition, if subordinate DTS commanders were able to see their units in the context of the
entire transportation system, they would be more able to perform their duties with the
output of DTS in mind. It isimportant to recognize that CINC TRANSCOM has already
developed this DTS concept and is using it to determine his programmatic needs. He
could use the same approach to report readiness.

The Services could also report their readiness to execute their Title 10 functional
responsibilities using a systems approach. In many cases the Services have aready
developed systems for performing their Title 10 functiona responsibilities. They have
training systems, mobilization systems, supply systems, and manpower systems, for
example.

Figure S-2 shows a view of the Navy supply system or supply chain, whose overall
readiness is essential to the Navy’s ability to sustain its forces in the context of both the
Shape and Respond components of the NSS. Note that the Navy supply chain aso
includes entities belonging to the Defense Logistics Agency and the General Services
Administration. In this case, asin the case of the DTS, the Navy would need to know the
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readiness of each entity in its supply chain but would only need to report the overall
readiness of the chain, in terms of its output, i.e., throughput over time. This report should
be made available to the supported CINC and the Secretary of Defense.

Navy Invento
Supply Center

NAVICP Fleet Advanced -
L ) Industrial |+—»| _Logistic |<—>» (f:')rvon
: Support Site /

Defense
Distribution
Centers (DLA)

Logistic

ite \@

DLA, GSA &
ServiceICPs

Figure S-2. Services Report the Readiness of Their Title 10 Systems, e.g., Sustainment

The Services are already using supply chain management techniques to manage
their peacetime logistic processes. They need only apply these techniques to their wartime
logistic needs and report their readiness on the basis of the readiness of their supply chain.
The Services would likely have to identify the details of the systems that support each of
their other Title 10 responsibilities, identify the output requirements of each entity, and
base their readiness assessments on the overall capability of each system. Thisiswhat the
Army isplanning to do as it implements its own “ Strategic Readiness System.”

The supported CINCs would report their readiness to perform their METs based on
the operational systems that will perform each MET. Figure S-3 shows one such system,
the precision engagement system, which involves assets controlled by the CINC and his
component commanders as well as assets controlled by others such as SPACECOM or
DIA. If the CINC isto know his readiness to perform his precision engagement MET, he
must know the readiness of this system. He must know how each entity fits into the
system, its interoperability, and its readiness. The chain analogy remains appropriate for
the precision engagement system. In this case, the readiness of the precision engagement
system can be no better than the weakest link in the precision engagement chain. For
example, if targeting information cannot get from the intelligence collection asset to the
firing system, the system is not ready.
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Figure S-3. CINCs Report the Readiness of Their Operational Systems,
e.g., The Precision Engagement System

Knowing the readiness of each of these large complex systems is based on
knowing the readiness of the entities that make up each system. These entities include
operational units as well as supporting entities—depots, ports, prepositioned supplies and
equipment, communications nodes, hospitals, training centers, inventory control points,
efic.—that are important to DoD readiness. Each entity must report its readiness to
conduct its METs associated with its role in the system whose readiness is being reported.
In the DTS, for example, an airlift squadron should report its readiness in terms of its
readiness to perform its airlift MET. A port that isanodein the DTS should be measured
in GSORTS and should report its readiness to execute its MET, which may be to move a
certain amount of cargo through the port on adaily basis.

A new RRS based on the systems approach has the potential to enhance both
deliberate and crisis planning as well as resource alocation. Deliberate planners will be
able to see the systems that are required to perform each MET and will have a template
they can use to ensure they are building a comprehensive plan and force list. Crisis
planners will be able to identify units for a wide range of missions based on their readiness
to perform specific mission-related tasks. They will be able to look at systems to identify
bottlenecks and constraints that limit the output of the system and to find workarounds
that will enhance system output. Resource managers will be able to look at unit readiness
and identify the operating systems or input categories that are limiting the
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readiness of their units. Resource managers will be able to identify the link in the chain
that most needs reinforcing and, thereby, make more efficient alocation of resources, e.g.,
allocate resources to the weakest link and avoid directing resources to links that are
already strong enough.

D. CONCLUSION

DoD’s readiness reporting has been improved substantially in recent years, but
further improvements are needed. These include providing comprehensive readiness
reporting guidance; addressing the full range of NSS requirements; focusing on mission-
essential tasks for both military operations and support; developing capabilities to evaluate
overall system readiness;, and developing better management information systems for
collecting, processing and reporting relevant readiness data. These improvements
collectively will provide the Secretary of Defense and the Congress much better
understanding of DoD’s readiness to execute all elements of the strategy.
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[. INTRODUCTION

The readiness of U.S. military forces to conduct combat operations has been a
topic of intense, if sporadic, interest since the Republic was founded. Revolutionary and
Civil War commanders were frequently vexed by the variable readiness of the forces that
were assigned to them. The early days of World War 1l and the Korean War were
tragically marred by the weak performance of the first U.S. units to engage the enemy.
The post-Vietnam military was characterized by many as a “hollow force’—a direct
reference to the resource-related readiness problems facing that force.

Most recently, the 10-year period since the fall of the Soviet Union has been
characterized by a significant reduction in U.S. military force structure and manpower; a
partial suspension of the procurement of new military equipment; an increase in the
deployment of U.S. forces to deal with crises and contingencies short of major conflict;
and serious recruiting problems resulting in part from the competition of the booming civil
economy. Throughout this turbulent period arguments have been raised that the readiness
of the remaining forces was not being maintained at the levels needed to execute the
national strategy. Despite the victories in the Gulf War and Kosovo, the sow U.S.
deployment rates to those theaters have been characterized by some as “readiness
shortfalls.” Despite the successful peacekeeping operations in the Balkans, the impact on
the forces left behind has raised new concerns of “readiness shortfalls.”

Considerable confusion and some heated debates pervade the public record on this
topic. Thisisin part because neither the concept nor the goals of military readiness are as
well defined or consistently reported as they might be. Despite its attempts to legidate a
reporting system that would meet its needs, the Congress routinely receives widey
disparate reports on the readiness of military units and the military as awhole.

In its latest effort to deal with this issue, the Congress, in Section 361 of the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2000, directed the Secretary of
Defense to provide for an independent study of the requirements for a comprehensive
readiness reporting system (RRS) for the Department of Defense. The study is to consider
the “requirements for providing an objective, accurate, and timely readiness reporting
system for the Department of Defense that has—(1) the characteristics and capabilities
described in subsections (b) and (c) of Section 117 of Title 10, United States Code; and



(2) any other characteristics and capabilities that the organization determines appropriate
to measure the capability of the Armed Forces to carry out the strategies and guidance
described in subsection (a) of such section.”

Thisreport isthe product of that study.

A. TheCongressional Mandate

The Congress, in Title 10, Section 117, directed the Secretary of Defense to
establish a comprehensive readiness reporting system that will measure in an objective,
accurate, and timely manner the capability of the armed forces to carry out the National
Security Strategy, the National Military Strategy, and the Defense Planning Guidance.
Section 117 specifies that this system be applied uniformly throughout the Department and
be continually updated every 24 hours. (See Appendix A for a detailed discussion of the
congressional mandate.) In addition, Section 117 requires the system to be able to
measure the following:

e On a monthly basis, the capability of units (both as elements of their

respective armed force and as elements of joint forces) to conduct their
assigned wartime missions

e Onanannual basis, the capability of training establishments to provide trained
and ready forces for wartime missions

e On an annua basis, the capability of defense installations and facilities and
other elements of Department of Defense infrastructure, both in the United
States and abroad, to provide appropriate support to forces in the conduct of
their wartime missions

Section 117 further requires the Secretary of Defense to prescribe regulations for
the RRS that will define the units that are subject to reporting in the RRS, the types of
equipment subject to such reporting, and the elements of the training establishment and of
the defense infrastructure that are subject to such reporting

After detailed examination of the congressional mandate, especialy the
requirement for a comprehensive readiness reporting system, we, the IDA study team,
determined that our study should identify the full range of characteristics a RRS would
need to comply with the letter and intent of the provisions of Section 117 as well as with
other readiness-related Title 10 provisions. The “intent” of Section 117 needs to be
included because it makes no reference to the Secretary of Defense’s highly classified
Contingency Planning Guidance (CPG), the directive that most purposefully trandates the



National Security Strategy into specific near-term missions (and associated timelines) that
the Secretary of Defense assigns the CINCs, who in turn use them to establish the
assigned wartime missions against which the specific military units are expected to report
thelr current readiness.

More specifically, we defined the scope of the review asfollows:

e Examine the history of readiness reporting and assessment to relearn lessons
from earlier wars and periods of peace

e Review the National Security Strategy (NSS), National Military Strategy
(NMYS), the Defense Planning Guidance (DPG), and the Contingency Planning
Guidance (CPG) to identify the full range of capabilities on which readiness
might be reported

o Assess the adequacy of the procedures and assumptions employed by the
OSD, Joint Staff, Military Services, Combat Support Agencies, and the CINCs
in producing the Global Status of Resources and Training Report (GSORTS),
the Joint Monthly Readiness Review (IMMR), and the Quarterly and Monthly
Readiness Report to the Congress.

e Evaluate the manner in which the new logistics standards, required by Section
366 of the National Defense Authorization Act for FY 2000, are being
established and incorporated into both unit reporting systems and DoD’s
comprehensive reporting system

e Review and assess the reporting improvements outlined in the DoD Readiness
Reporting Implementation Plan, October 1999

e Propose a range of potential changes and improvements in the readiness
reporting system

B. Study Methodology

The first step in reviewing the readiness reporting system was to assemble a study
team consisting of analysts experienced in the readiness reporting systems of each of the
Services, the Joint Staff and Unified Commands, and Defense Agencies. Appendix J lists
the study team members and their areas of focus.

The second step was to review pertinent documents and visit a spectrum of units
and headquarters from operating unitsin the field up through intermediate headquarters, to
Major Command and Service headquarters, Unified command headquarters, the Joint
Staff, and the Office of the Secretary of Defense. During this process the members of the



study team conducted interviews with over 400 individuals, including military personnel
from sergeants and seamen to generals and admirals, and civilian employees from clerks to
senior officials. See Appendix H for alist of interviewees.

In parallel with this effort we examined the history of readiness reporting in some
detail. The lessons learned from previous studies of this topic have been of considerable
use as we prepared this report. See Appendix G for a detailed review of the history of
readiness reporting.

During the research phase, we first looked at the requirements of the law and then
considered what else might be needed to evaluate readiness. We then looked at how
readiness is being reported today. In this portion of the study we focused on two major
guestions:

e |sthe current RRS in compliance with congressional requirements?

e Does the RRS provide the CINCs and the Secretary of Defense adequate
information on DoD readiness to execute the NSS, NM S, and DPG/CPG?

In addressing these questions we found that the existing reporting system could be
improved to meet the needs of the DoD leadership and the Congress more fully. Given our
findings, we focused the next phase of our research on answering the following questions:

e What to change? What causes the problems we found in the readiness

reporting system?

e What to changeto? Arethere changesthat will resolve the problems?

e How to make the changes? What are the obstacles to changing the current

readiness reporting system and what steps need to be taken to overcome the
obstacles and achieve a solution?

In our search for causes and potential solutions we covered a broad range of topics.
We looked to DaoD transformation and management reform efforts for insights into other
DoD initiatives that might have implications for readiness report improvements. We
looked at new doctrine and concepts for the future such as those expressed in Joint Vision
2020. We looked at readiness-related initiatives underway throughout the DoD. We
surveyed business literature in a search for a link between the most modern business
practices and readiness reporting.

Once we developed a set of potential answers to our three basic questions we tested
our answers on a range of DoD experts including recently retired CINCs, current CINC
staffs, Service readiness staffs, and the Joint Staff. The report below represents the results



of these efforts. While we remain thankful for the helpful reviews we received from many
DoD personnel, no one outside the study team should be held responsible for our findings
and recommendations.

C. Organization of the Study Report

The balance of thisreport is presented as follows:

e Section Il defines readiness and introduces the key concepts and terms applied
in the study.

e Section Il reviewsthe history of readiness reporting.

e Section IV describes the current readiness reporting system.

e Section V describes our findings.

e Section VI proposes changes to the readiness reporting system.

[I. DEFINING READINESS

A. What isReadiness? The Official Definition

The Secretary of Defense has not formally defined “readiness’ or established a
readiness reporting system. In the absence of SECDEF directives in this area, the most
official definition of readiness is as stated in the CJCS Instruction on the Chairman’'s
Readiness System (CJCSI 3401.01B):

Readiness is the ability of U.S. military forces to fight and meet the
demands of the National Military Strategy. It is the synthesis of unit
readiness and joint readiness. Unit readiness is the ability of the unit to
provide capabilities required by the combatant commanders to execute their
assigned missions and is derived from the ability of each unit to ddiver the
outputs for which it was designed (emphasis added). Joint readinessis the
combatant commander’s ability to integrate and synchronize ready combat
and support forces to execute assigned missions.

We began our study with this definition in mind but soon came to the conclusion
that it omits some important aspects of readiness. While logically sound, this definition
does not provide a basis for a reporting system that will provide DoD leaders the



information they need to make decisions. Specifically, we found that the current
definition needed improvement in four areas:

e |t needsto include all of the DoD entities whose capabilities are important to
the ability to meet the demands of the NSS, NM S, and DPG/CPG.

e |t needs to address the readiness of a unit to meet a CINC' s needs.

e |t needs to include the full range of mission-essential tasks that the CINCs
have to be ready to perform in order to accomplish their assigned missions.

e It needsto address the fact that ajoint force can be no more ready than each of
the major Service-provided subordinate units or the related supporting
agencies on which a CINC depends.

B. An Expanded Definition

Our concern with the official definition of readiness led us to address the concept
of readiness from the ground up. Accordingly, we addressed three basic issues as we
sought to develop a more comprehensive definition of readiness:

e Who needsto know about readiness?
o At what levels should readiness be reported?
e Against which requirements should readiness be assessed? Ready for what?

With answers to these questions in hand, we developed a more comprehensive,
working definition of “readiness’ to serve as the basis for our study. Although we
addressed these questions in parald with our research into the existing system, our
answers serve as the basis for our findings regarding the current system and our
recommendations for a future system.

1. Who Needsto Know About Readiness?

Every commander or manager in DoD needs to know about the readiness of the
entities for which he or she has some responsibility. The Secretary of Defense and the
CJCS are responsible for reporting to the President and the Congress on DoD’ s readiness
to execute the missions associated with the NSS, especially those falling under the core
objective of “enhancing America's security.” If the Secretary of Defense and the CICS
are to be able to report accurately, they must assign missions to the CINCs, Services, and
Defense Agencies based on the requirements of the NSS and must receive readiness
reports from the CINCs, Services, and Defense Agencies on their readiness to execute the
tasks associated with these missions. Commanders and managers at each level of the



chain of command who have responsibilities derived from the NSS should be able to
report their readiness to provide the capabilities necessary to carry out their strategy-
related missions and tasks. This includes crew chiefs and team leaders at the bottom to
senior military commanders and civilian officials at the top.

Knowledge of the condition and capabilities—strengths and weaknesses—of one's
own organization is an essential element of management. This knowledge forms the basis
for decisions on goals, strategies, tactics, and resource allocation. Managers at all levels
need to know the capabilities of their organizations. This knowledge is particularly
important for commanders of military organizations that exist to conduct military
operations involving combat or the threat of combat with an enemy intent on inflicting
lethal damage.

The importance of accurate and timely information on DoD capabilities is
heightened by DoD’s organization, which provides two chains of command—one for
operations and another for support. Conduct of military operationsis the responsibility of
the President, Secretary of Defense, and the CINCs. Support of military operationsis the
responsibility of the Secretary of Defense, Secretaries of the Military Departments, Chief
of Staff of the Army, Chief of Staff of the Air Force, Chief of Naval Operations,
Commandant of the Marine Corps, and Directors of the Defense Agencies.

Only the Secretary of Defense is responsible for both operations and support. The
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Joint Staff, and the Office of the Secretary of
Defense assist him in the execution of both of these responsibilities. The Secretary of
Defense provides operational guidance to the CINCs in the Contingency Planning
Guidance (CPG) but provides no specific operational guidance to the Services or DAS.

The operational chain of command establishes the demand for capabilities, and the
administrative chain of command provides the units, headquarters, supplies, services, and
systems that supply those capabilities. If the Secretary of Defense, with the assistance of
his civilian and military staffs, is to be capable of allocating capabilities among the
CINCs, and the Services and Defense Agencies are to be capable of providing the kinds
and amounts of tailored capabilities the CINCs need, both chains of command have to
have a common, accurate appreciation for the readiness of al eements of the DoD.

Another critical moment for readiness knowledge occurs during the Planning,
Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS) when decisions must be made about the
allocation of resources between demands for programs that affect current readiness and



those that affect future readiness, i.e., modernization and force structure. In the resolution
of this perpetua conflict the advocates of spending for future readiness often are able to
describe future needs more clearly than the advocates of spending for current readiness are
able to describe current needs. Likewise, the Services often appear better prepared to
articulate their requirements for weapons systems associated with their historical core
competencies than the CINCs are to describe the range of capabilities they require to
execute their strategically defined missions. If resource managers are to be able to make
good decisions to resolve these conflicts, they must have reliable reports about required
capabilities and current readiness and they must be able to see clearly where to apply
scarce resources to affect both readiness and future forces most effectively.

2. At What Level Should Readiness Be Reported?

The CJCS definition of readiness includes the concept of the “ability of U.S.
military forces to fight” and then describes readiness as the synthesis of unit readiness and
joint readiness. In practice we found that unit readiness reporting is almost entirely
focused on the readiness of battalions, ships, and squadrons, as defined for Service, not
joint warfighting, mission need criteria. These units are the basic building blocks of U.S.
military forces, but there is an enormous gap between battalions, ships, and squadrons and
the CINCs. The question we asked ourselves was whether it was possible for the CINCs
and the Secretary of Defense to know the “ability of U.S. military forces to fight” if only
the basic building blocks were reporting, and if they were reporting only to Service
criteria. Our approach to this question was to use a theory of what makes up a military
force. Thistheory beginswith the concept of an entity.

An entity is a set of resources (people, equipment, supplies), training, and doctrine
assembled to accomplish a mission by performing tasks. “Entity” is a general term for
DoD and non-DoD military and civil organizations. DoD entities range from individuals,
teams, sections, flights, companies, squadrons, battalions, ships, groups, wings, divisions,
task groups, air forces, fleets, corps, expeditionary forces, armies, mgor commands,
Services, defense agencies, and military departments, to the Department of Defense as a
whole. Non-DoD entities are those civil organizations that contribute to the ability of
DoD entities to accomplish their tasks. Each entity above the bottom layer is part of a
larger entity and includes smaller entities. Readinessis a property of an entity.

Each entity has one or more missions, explicit or implicit, to prepare for, support,
or participate in. It performs such missions on a day-to-day basis and on a contingency



basis when military operations are contemplated or executed. Each entity is supposed to
be ready to accomplish specific tasks that are essential to the accomplishment of its
mission. Thus, the readiness of each entity is a matter of interest for both operational
commanders and resource managers.

By tradition, formal readiness reports are submitted on two kinds of entities. units
and some intermediate organizations. Units in the context of the CJCS definition are
organizational entities that have been identified as units in the existing joint reporting
systems. There are three general kinds of units. combat units, support units, and
headquarters. Combat units primarily include ships, squadrons, and battalions. Support
units also include ships, squadrons, and battalions. Other essential support entities, not
currently identified as units in the joint reporting system, include depots, hospitals, bases,
and civilian organizations and contractors such as the commercial airlines and contractors
providing overseas support to military operations. Headquarters provide intermediate
command and control from the lowest levels, e.g., units, through brigades and battle group
headquarters, through CINC and Service headquarters, to the Joint Staff and the Office of
the Secretary of Defense. Like many support entities, many headquarters have not been
identified as units in the joint reporting system even though the relevant commanders may
have direct responsibility for managing the readiness of their subordinate units.

Intermediate organizations are sets of units or, for the larger intermediate
organizations, sets of smaller organizations and units that are under a single headquarters.
Intermediate operational organizationsinclude, for example, Army brigades, divisions, and
corps as well as Air Force groups, wings, and numbered air forces. Intermediate support
organizations include, for example, Service logistic commands and Defense Agencies.
An airline that provides cargo aircraft as part of the CRAF program is an intermediate
organization.

A forceis aset of units and intermediate organizations associated with a common
mission. A force may be single Service, joint, or combined. It will usually fall under the
command of a CINC. It may include both military and civilian units and intermediate
organizations. When an operational mission is assigned or contemplated, a force is
established to accomplish that mission. A combat force includes units and intermediate
organizations that provide the output of the force, units and intermediate organizations
that support the output units, and headquarters to provide intermediate levels of command
to facilitate control during the operation. A support force includes support units and
intermediate organizations and headquarters to provide intermediate levels of command.



A force typicaly includes a wide variety of units and intermediate organizations working
together to accomplish the common mission that inspired the creation of the force.
According to this definition, a force may include the facilities, instalations, depots,
hospitals, etc., that a Service employs in the execution of its Title 10 functions. In this
case the force will be under Service command.

The readiness information that would be most useful to each of the CINCs and the
Secretary of Defense is on the readiness of the forces—either operational or support—that
are expected to conduct and support military operations, both routine and contingency, in
each CINC’s area of responsibility. This suggests that the level at which readiness should
ultimately be reported is the force. If readinessis to be reported at the level of the force
and the force is joint or combined, then the CINC is likdy to be the lowest-level
commander with the ability to determine the readiness of that force. If the force falls
under the continued control of a Service even during a contingency, as in Service
CONUS-based logistic or sustainability forces, and if that force includes intermediate
organizations from Service Mgor Commands, e.g., Air Force Materiedd Command, and
Defense Agencies, then the Service is likely to be the lowest level with the ability to
determine the readiness of that force.

The readiness of a force is based on the readiness of the component parts of the
force acting collectively and synergistically to achieve a goal of the force. In other words,
the readiness of a force to perform the missions it is assigned must be based on the
readiness of subordinate or otherwise supporting units and intermediate organizations
acting collectively to perform their assigned missions or tasks that are related to the
mission of the force. For example, the readiness of an operational force to conduct a
peacekeeping mission cannot be determined from knowledge of the readiness of the
force's component parts to perform their combat missions. Nor can the readiness of a
support force to support a combat operation, e.g., a second MTW, be determined from
knowledge of the readiness of the force's component parts to perform their peacetime
missions.

3. Ready for What? Against Which Requirements Should Readiness Be
Assessed?
The 1997 National Security Strategy contains three elements for enhancing U.S.
Ssecurity:

e Shaping theinternational environment to deter or minimize conflict
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e Responding to the full spectrum of threats and crises

e Preparing now for an uncertain future

Thefirst two elements of the strategy are operational in nature and are the business
of the CINCs with the support of the Services and Defense Agencies. The third element of
the NSS, prepare now (which includes modernization to protect the long-term readiness of
theforce), is not operational in nature and therefore does not require readiness reporting.

The Commission on Roles and Missions defined “Shaping” as “actions and
activities by the U.S. military which are designed to ‘influence, reassure, or deter’ foreign
actors in order to create an international security environment favorable to U.S. national
interests.” DoD employs a variety of Shaping-related tools including: forces permanently
stationed abroad; forces rotationally deployed overseas, forces deployed temporarily for
exercises, combined training, military-to-military interactions, and humanitarian
assistance; and programs such as security assistance, International Military Education and
Training (IMET), and international arms cooperation. The Secretary of Defense has
provided shaping guidance to the regional CINCs, who have developed Theater
Engagement Plans that identify the tasks to be performed in the fulfillment of the
requirements of the shaping strategy. It seems reasonable to require the CINCs to report
their readiness to execute the tasks associated with their Theater Engagement Plans.

The NSS is by necessity a statement of broad national principles and goals and is
of limited direct use to the military planning community. The mgor bridge from the NSS
to the assignment of specific operational missions to specific existing forces and units is
the Secretary of Defense's Contingency Planning Guidance. The Defense Planning
Guidance is oriented to resource allocation decisions and provides guidance related to the
organization, training, equipping, and sustaining of current forces. The CPG is aimed at
the CINCs, whilethe DPG isaimed at the Services, DAs and CINCs. Both have important
roles in establishing readiness requirements.

The NSS states the United States “must be able to respond to the full spectrum of
threats and crises that may arise” both at home and abroad. This full spectrum can be
described in three broad categories of activities (generally along a scale of required effort
and expected/actual level of violence):

e Deterring aggression or coercion in crisis[includes escalation control]
e Conducting multiple, concurrent smaller-scale contingency operations

e Fighting and winning major theater wars
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Smaller-scale contingencies (SSCs) include many different kinds and sizes of
contingencies. Thelist includes:

Humanitarian assistance/disaster relief in both permissive and non-permissive
environments (e.g., Somalia, Rwanda, Provide Comfort, Hurricane Mitch)

Consequence management operations to respond to terrorist acts involving
WMD

Peacekeeping operations (e.g., Sinai Observer mission)

Information operations

Show of force/crisis response (e.g., Taiwan Straits, Vigilant Warrior)
Counterdrug operations

Counterforce operations to neutralize WMD facilities

Enforcement of exclusion/no-fly zones (e.g., Deny Flight, Southern Watch)
Enforcement of sanctions/maritime intercept operations
Noncombatant evacuations (NEO) (e.g., Liberia)

Personnel recovery operations

Counterterrorism operations (e.g., Sudan, Afghanistan)

Peace enforcement operations (e.g., Bosnia, Haiti)

Coercive campaigns

Limited strikes/raids (e.g., Libya)

Opposed interventions (e.g., Grenada, Panama)

Homeland defense activities including military support to civil authorities
(e.g., border control, disaster relief) and combating terrorist attacks, cyber
attacks, or threats to critical infrastructure
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The NMS establishes additional requirements against which it seems reasonable
for DoD entities to report their readiness. These requirements are strategic agility and
power projection. According to the NMS the Armed Forces must be capable of “the
timely concentration, employment, and sustainment of U.S. military power anywhere at
our own initiative, at a speed and tempo that our adversaries cannot match.”
A component of agility is the ability “to rapidly and effectively deploy and sustain U.S.
forces in and from multiple, dispersed locations...assemble and move to, through, and
between a variety of environments, often while reconfiguring to meet specific mission
requirements.”1

The current Defense Planning Guidance adds another critical set of capabilities to
this list. According to the DPG, all units of the Armed Forces (both active and reserve)
must be multimission capable—“they must be trained, equipped and managed with
multiple missionsin mind.” Additionally, they must be capable of operating in the face of
asymmetric challenges like terrorism, information operations, in urban operating
environments, and in environments in which chemical or biological weapons are used.
Finally, the DPG reiterates that the “ability to transition between peacetime operations
[shaping activitiesmultiple SSCs] and warfighting effectively and in a timely manner
remains a fundamental requirement of virtually every U.S. military unit.”

The Secretary of Defense derives missions and program responsibilities from the
Shape and Respond elements of the NSS and assigns them to DoD components in the CPG
and the DPG. The CINCs can logically be called on to report their readiness to perform
their CPG-assigned missions. The Services and DA’s, having no CPG-assigned
operational missions, can be called on to report their readiness to execute their DPG-
assigned responsibilities and their Title 10 functions. In turn, al subordinate
organizations can logically be called on to report their readiness to provide the capabilities
necessary for meeting their related responsibilities.

4. What isReadiness? A Working Definition

After noting several shortcomings of the current definition of “readiness’ through
our research, we expanded the definition to include the aspects of readiness we identified

1 1997 National Military Strategy, pp. 19-20.
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in answering the preceding three questions. We have used this expanded definition as the
basis for our assessment of DoD’s readiness reporting system and our recommendations
on ways to improve the readiness reporting system.

Readiness is a measure of the ability of a unit or an entity to provide a
capability.

Capability is an output measure stated in terms of mission and tasks performed
over time. We have established two categories of capability to serve as
standards against which readiness is to be measured.

— Designed operational capability (DOC) is a set of discrete tasks that a unit
is designed to accomplish. The DOC sets a standard against which actual
resources, current state of training, and capability can be measured.

— Required operational capability (ROC) is a set of tasks that have to be
accomplished by a unit to accomplish an assigned or contemplated
mission. A ROC is situation specific and requires the unit to be able to
accomplish a set of tasks determined by the gaining/owning CINC. The
ROC may require a unit to perform tasks that differ significantly from its
DOC tasks. For example, afield artillery battalion that |eaves its weapons
at home station and deploys to perform as a de facto military police
battalion for a smaller-scale contingency would have a ROC that would be
focused on peacekeeping instead of fire support.

Status is an input measure of available resources and of training actually
accomplished.

A unit, organization, or force's readiness is a measure of the ability to perform
the missions, functions, and tasks for which it was organized or designed (its
DOC) or which it isassigned (its ROC).

A CINC's readiness is a measure of his ability, with forces and resources
assigned or allocated, to perform the tasks essential to the missions he has
been assigned by the Secretary of Defense.

DoD readiness is a measure of DoD’s ability to provide the military capability
required to execute the tasks associated with the missions assigned in the NSS,
NMS, and DPG/CPG.

[I1. THE HISTORY OF READINESS REPORTING

During the early years of the Cold War some unit reporting systems were created
in response to the need for close scrutiny of nuclear capable units and other units, such as
the Army’s Strategic Army Corps, that were maintained at higher than normal readiness.
Broader unit readiness reporting systems were established in each of the Services in the
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early 1960s in response to problems with unready units noted during the Berlin Crisis
(1961) and the Cuban Missile Crisis (1962). These unit readiness reports were designed
by each Service to match its own culture and form of warfare. They appear to have been
tied more to operational issues than to resource issues.?

In 1968, a joint unit readiness report, called the Force Status and Identity Report
(FORSTAT), was established under the aegis of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Service
systems were incorporated into that system. In 1979, FORSTAT was replaced by the Unit
Status and Identity System (UNITREP), which in 1986 became the Status of Resources
and Training System (SORTS), and in 1997 became Global SORTS (GSORTS). This
evolving system for reporting unit status as a proxy for readiness appears to have been
brought about primarily by successive Secretaries of Defense in an effort to obtain a better
picture of the impact of resource decisions at the unit level.

These name changes reflect the reality that over the past 30 years there have been
numerous modifications to the joint unit reporting system. These changes are of four
genera kinds.

Better Technology. As information technology advanced, the readiness reporting
system changed along with it. Input changed from written reports, to punch cards, to
message text. The report database became larger. Reports became more detailed, and they
were made available more quickly to larger audiences. The goal now isto have near-real-
time access for DoD-wide users to unit level readiness reports.

Greater Uniformity. Thefirst joint readiness reporting system was little more than
an amalgamation of the earlier Service reporting systems, which were quite different in
content and methodologies. Each succeeding version sought greater uniformity in the
formats and methods of reporting readiness among all the Services.

More Objectivity. The susceptibility of unit readiness reports to bias has been
recognized from the start. To offset potential bias, the changes have sought to reduce the
influence of subjective assessments, such as commander’ s comments, in favor of objective
measures. These changes have led to the use of ever more complicated numerical
formulas. The difficulty of finding the one right way to structure unit readiness reportsis
attested to by the frequency of the changesin formats and rules.

2 Appendix G summarizes the history of readiness reporting.
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More comprehensive coverage. The first Service unit readiness reporting systems
involved only a few units of special interest to higher commanders. Successive changes
have brought more and more units into the reporting system. At present about 10,000 of
the 56,000 units registered in GSORTS report their readinessin GSORTS.

Another mgjor development in readiness reporting was the establishment of the
Chairman’s Readiness System (CRS) in 1994. The CRS was designed to address the
readiness of the CINCs, Services, and Defense Agencies to carry out the NSS and NMS.
This system appears to be primarily a product of Congressional interest in joint readiness
that was expressed in the Goldwater-Nichols Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 and the
passage of the 1994 Defense Authorization Act. The Goldwater-Nichols Act called on the
CJCS to establish a uniform system for evaluating the readiness of the CINCs to carry out
their assigned missions. The 1994 Defense Authorization Act required the CICS to submit
to Congress an assessment of the readiness and capability of the Armed Forces to carry out
the full range of the missions assigned to the Armed Forces.

IV. THE CURRENT READINESS REPORTING SYSTEM

A. Overview of the Current RRS

The current DoD readiness reporting system is a collection of reports, most of
which were established to comply with congressional requirements that have been imposed
over the years. There is no overarching DoD directive or instruction establishing DoD
policy on readiness, readiness assessment, or readiness reporting. Thereis no written DoD
policy on how readiness fits into the other management systems of OSD, such asthe PPBS
or the acquisition system.  Nor is there a written policy of how readiness reports are
intended to improve readiness or modify missions and requirements. The current
readiness reporting system includes these seven reports:

o Global Status of Resources and Training System (GSORTYS)

e Chairman’s Readiness System—the Joint Monthly Readiness Review (IMRR)
e Quarterly Readiness Report to Congress (QRRC)

o Monthly Readiness Report to Congress (MRRC)

e [ngtitutional Training Readiness Report (ITRR)

e Installations Readiness Report (IRR)

e CJCS Report on CSA Readiness
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The Senior Readiness Oversight Council (SROC) is the other key part of the
readiness reporting system. The SROC is the highest-level recipient of readiness reports
within the Department of Defense. It provides a forum for the Deputy Secretary of
Defense, the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Service Chiefs, and the Under
Secretaries of Defense and of the Services to address key readiness issues, to provide
readiness-related recommendations to the Secretary of Defense, and to identify funding
issues for consideration in the program review process. The SROC has the potential to be
an important decision-making body for readiness-related decisions.

The SROC receives the IMRR reports from the CJCS and also addresses other
readiness issues, especialy those Service issues that are not routinely addressed in the
GSORTS or IMRR. For example, in addition to routine addressal of Service readiness
trends, the SROC has addressed such topics as counterproliferation, impact of Operation
Allied Force on readiness, antiterrorism readiness, impact of operations tempo on
readiness, and the impact of pilot attrition on readiness. The SROC's addressal of these
special topics provides the opportunity for DoD leaders to gain important insights into
important readiness issues that are not routinely addressed by normal readiness reports.

B. Global Status of Resourcesand Training System

Unit-level readiness reports are maintained in GSORTS.3 Guidance for GSORTS
is contained in two CJCS documents? that apply to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, unified
commands, the Services, and DoD Combat Support Agencies (CSA) responsive to the
Chairman.> GSORTS is designed to indicate the level of selected resources and training
status at specified points in time compared with that required to undertake the mission(s)
for which a unit was organized or designed by its parent Service (not necessarily its
“assigned wartime missions,” as previoudly discussed).

3 See Appendix C for adetailed discussion of GSORTS.

4 These instructions are: Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Instruction (CJCSI) 3401.02, Global
Satus of Resources and Training System (20 October 1997); and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Manua (CJCSM) 3150.02, Global Satus of Resources and Training System (GSORTS) (15 April
2000). Additionally, each of the Services supplements these CJCS documents with detailed guidance,
both to reiterate the Chairman’s guidance and to expand on areas unique to the respective Service.
Thereisno DoD Directive or other Secretary of Defense-level guidance for GSORTS.

5  The CSAs responsive to the Chairman include the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), Defense
Information Systems Agency (DISA), Defense Logistics Agency (DLA), Defense Threat Reduction
Agency (DTRA), National Imagery and Mapping Agency (NIMA) and National Security
Administration (NSA).
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Theinformation available in GSORTS is intended to support, in priority order:6

1. Crisisresponse planning

2. Deliberate or peacetime planning

3. Management responsibilities to organize, train, and equip combat-ready

forces for the unified commands

The GSORTS instruction defines as “measured units’ those “Active, National
Guard, and Reserve forces assigned to operations plans, operations plans in concept format
(CONPLANS), the Single Integrated Operations Plan (SIOP), or other Service war
planning documents,” and it requires the Services to “register” all measured units in
GSORTS. The Services may also register whatever additional units they consider
necessary.” The Directors of the CSAs are required to register and report on selected
agency organizations. The CINCs are required to register and report any joint
organizations established by the CINC. There over 50,000 registered and about 10,000
measured units in GSORTS. The Army has 5,100 measured units. The Navy has 1,500
measured units. The Air Force has 2,600. And the Marine Corp has 360. In general,
neither the CINCs nor the DAsreport in GSORTS.

The GSORTS instruction requires each measured unit to report its overall
readiness and the status of its personnel, equipment and supplies on hand, equipment
condition, and training. Each measured unit is given a C-rating based on its status. These
ratings are:

C-1. The unit possesses the required resources and is trained to undertake
the full wartime mission(s) for which it is organized or designed.

C-2. The unit possesses the required resources and is trained to undertake
most of the wartime mission(s) for which it is organized or designed.

C-3. The unit possesses the required resources and is trained to undertake
many, but not all, portions of the wartime mission(s) for which it is
organized or designed.

C-4. The unit requires additional resources or training to undertake its
wartime mission(s), but it may be directed to undertake portions of its
wartime mission(s) with resources on hand.

6 CJCSI 3401.02, Encl B, Paral.a, b.
7 CJCSM 3150.02, p. B-2-B-3.

18



C-5. The unit is undergoing a Service-directed resource action and is not
prepared, at this time, to undertake the wartime mission(s) for which it is
organized or designed.

C. Chairman’sReadiness System

The Chairman’s Readiness System (CRS) is the system established by the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) “to provide the DoD leadership a current,
macro level assessment of the military’s readiness to execute the National Military
Strategy (NMS), as assessed by the CINCs, Services and Combat Support Agencies
(CSAS9)”"8 The CRS consists solely of the reports and processes associated with the Joint
Monthly Readiness Review (JMRR).9

The CICSI states that the IMRR will be conducted in the following four forums:

a. Full MRR. The Full IMRR is the quarterly forum for Service, CINC, and
CSA readiness reporting. It is a scenario-driven assessment of current
readiness.

b. By-Exception JIMRR. This review is conducted, as required, during the
second month of each calendar quarter. Services, CINCs, and CSAs report to
the J-3 [Director of Operations] any significant changes in readiness since the
last full IMRR. The Joint Staff sometimes takes advantage of this off-month
report to obtain a special readiness analysis. Reports on the impact of Kosovo
and on DoD readiness of to deal with Y 2K are recent examples of such special
assessments.

c. Feedback IMRR. This brief covers the status of actions to address significant
readiness deficiencies and concerns raised by the CINCs, CSAs, and Services
during the Full and By-Exception IMRRs. This brief is also supposed to
provide an overal assessment of the ability of the US Armed Forces to
execute the NMS.

d. JMRR Deficiency Review. Conducted by J3, and briefed by the J-codes in
collaboration with the CINCs, CSAs, and Services, this semiannual review
updates the status and validates the categorization of all deficiencies in the
JMRR database.10

8  CJCSI 3401.01B, dated 1 July 1999, is the regulation that implements this system.

9 The JMRR examines readiness in the context of current operational capability. In contrast, The Joint
Warfighting Capabilities Assessment (WMWCA) and the Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC)
provide forums to discuss long-term readiness issues and modernization concerns.

10 see Appendix D for adetailed discussion of the CRS and the IMRR.
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D. Other Readiness Reports

In addition to the IMRR and GSORTS, there are five periodic reports to Congress
that are required by various provisions of Title 10 USC. Thesereports are:

The Quarterly Readiness Report to Congress. Section 482 of Title 10 of the
United States Code requires the Secretary of Defense to “submit to Congress a report
regarding military readiness’ on a quarterly basis, specifically “not later than 30 days after
the end of each calendar-year quarter.”11 These quarterly reports are to describe: readiness
problems and deficiencies, “planned remedia actions,” and “the key indicators and other
relevant information related to each identified problem and deficiency.” The information
to be included in the report “shall be based on readiness assessments that are provided
during that quarter ... to any council, committee, or other body of the Department of
Defenseg” with readiness oversight responsibility; “by senior civilian and military officers
of the military departments and the commanders of the unified and specified commands;
and ... as part of any regularly established process of periodic readiness reviews for the
Department of Defense as awhole.”

The Monthly Readiness Report to Congress. Section 117 of Title 10 requires the
Secretary of Defense to submit a monthly report to Congress “ containing the results of the
most recent joint readiness review or monthly review.” The MRRC uses GSORTS as the
basis to inform Congress of the current readiness of the Services major combat units. It
may also address matters raised at the most recent Senior Readiness Oversight Council
(SROC), or any other significant issues raised since the last QRRC.

Installation Readiness Report. Section 117 of Title 10 requires the Secretary of
Defense to submit an annual report to Congress on "the capability of defense installations
and facilities and other elements of Department of Defense infrastructure, both in the
United States and abroad, to provide appropriate support to forces in the conduct of their
wartime missions.”

Ingtitutional Training Readiness Report. Section 117 of Title 10 requires the
Secretary of Defense to submit an annual report to Congress on “the capability of training
establishments to provide trained and ready forces for wartime missions” and on “critical
warfighting deficiencies in training establishments and defense infrastructure.”

11 This deadline was extended to “45 days after the end of each calendar-year quarter” by Pub.L. 106-65,
Div. A, Titlelll, § 361(e), Oct. 5, 1999, 113 Stat. 575.
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The Combat Support Agency Review. Section 193 of Title 10 requires the CICSto
report to the Secretary of Defense on "the responsiveness and readiness of each such
agency to support operating forces in the event of war or threat to national security.”
Section 193 also states that “the Chairman shall develop, in consultation with the director
of each combat support agency, a uniform system for reporting to the Secretary of
Defense, the commanders of the unified and specified combatant commands, and the
Secretaries of the military departments concerning the readiness of each such agency to
perform with respect to awar or threat to national security.”

E. Sustainability Report

Section 366 of the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for fiscal year
2000 directs the Secretary of each Military Department to develop logistic standards for
sustained military operations for deployable units under the jurisdiction of the Secretary.
The basis of the standards is “the unit’s wartime mission as reflected in the warfighting
plans of the relevant CINCs, requirement(s) for sustained operations under each
warfighting plan, and likely requirements for that unit to conduct sustained operations in
an austere environment while drawing on its own internal logistic capabilities” The
standards to be established by the Secretary of each Military Department isto reflect those
“gpare parts and similar logistic capabilities that the Secretary considers sufficient for the
units of each of the armed forces under the Secretary’ s jurisdiction to successfully execute
thelr missions.” Section 366 aso requires that the standards “be taken into account in
designing a comprehensive readiness reporting system as required by
Section 117 of Title 10 United States Code and shall be an element in determining unit
readiness.”

It is clear that Section 366 calls on the Service Secretaries to report on the status of
Spare parts required to sustain the units in the execution of their missions. At issue in
meeting the intent of Section 366 is how to define logistic support and similar logistic
needs to meet “a unit’s wartime mission requirement for sustained operations, especially in
an austere environment.” This requirement would appear to require other DoD
components and supporting organizations to report on their readiness to meet the intent of
Section 366. For example, the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) is responsible for the
supply of Class | operationa rations, Class Il bulk fues, and nearly al of the
DoD-required consumable items including spare parts for weapons systems for
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sustainment. The Army has single management responsibility for conventional
ammunition.  All of these responsibilities seem to fal under the reguirements of
Section 366.

When coupled with the requirement in Section 117 of Title 10 USC, it appears that
the congressional intent represented by Section 366 of the FY 2000 NDAA is for the
CINCs, Services, and CSAs to develop logistic standards for sustaining units under each
warfighting plan. In this context, sustainment means the ability to support operational
requirements for a full continuum of operational requirements including the duration of a
two-MTW war or any other type of crisis. This latter perspective also agrees with the
DoD definition of “sustainment.”12 For sustainment or supply and other logistic
requirements, a crisis below an MTW is easier to deal with logistically but still can be a
problem, e.g., the lack of prepositioned engineering equipment and supplies, aircraft spare
and repair parts, and precison munitions concerns experienced in Operation Allied
Force.13 If thisisthe case, then to meet the intent of Section 117 of Title 10 of the USC
and Section 366 of the FY 2000 NDAA the readiness reporting system will need to
include the entire DoD logistic system and the supporting systems that are necessary to
sustain troops for the duration of the operation. See appendix E for a more detailed
explanation of the readiness aspects of sustainability.

V. PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

During the course of our study we found many positive aspects of the current
readiness reporting system. With regard to GSORTS, the unit reporting system, we found
the process to be generally useful for unit commanders attempting to raise readiness status
issues up the chain of command. We aso found that GSORTS allows higher-level
commanders to get visibility to the lowest levels. We found that the DoD is instituting
changes to improve the value of GSORTS. These include new training and equipment
metrics; methods to measure readiness against current deployed/employed SSC missions;
metrics to provide better visibility into the status of key combat crews; and introduction of
improved software for submitting and analyzing reports. Wherever we traveled we found

12" 3CSs Pub 1-02 — sustainability — The ability to maintain the necessary level and duration of operational
activity to achieve military objectives. Sustainability is the function of providing for and maintaining
those levels of ready forces, materiel, and consumables necessary to support military effort.

13 Report to Congress, Kosovo/Operation Allied Force After-Action Report, 31 January 2000.
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that the people involved in reporting into the GSORTS database were conscientious and
trying their best to follow the written and implied guidance,

We also found a number of positive aspects of the CRS and the IMRR, the joint
reporting system.

1. The CRSand the IMMR represent a significant improvement in the DoD
readiness reporting system.

For the first time the CINCs, Services, and Combat Support Agencies (CSAS) are
required to make a quarterly assessment of major aspects of their readiness and to report
that assessment to the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (VJCS), who passes the
assessment on to the Senior Readiness Oversight Council (SROC), which consists of the
Deputy Secretary of Defense, the VJICS, the Under Secretaries of Defense, the Vice Chiefs
of the Services and the Deputy Service Secretaries. This process means that important
readiness issues are raised to the highest levels of the DoD and are considered in a special
forum that is able to deal with both policy and programmatic issues.

2. The CRSprovides a detailed assessment of a wide range of readiness issues
identified by the CINCs, Services, and CSAs.

Each of the reporting elements of the CRS—the CINCs, the Services, and the
CSAs—are required to report on a broad spectrum of important readiness and
sustainability issues. The CINCs and CSAsreport their readinessin eight functional areas
that cover a broad range of readinessissues. The Services are required to report the status
of their mgjor combat, combat support, and combat service support forces as well as the
readiness of their important enablers.

3. The CRSprovides a forumfor dealing with readiness deficiencies.

In addition to providing aforum for the CINCs, Services, and CSAs to report their
readiness, the CRS provides a specific process for dealing with readiness deficiencies that
are identified in the quarterly report. This focus on specific readiness deficiencies
provides away for DoD to address and correct deficiencies.

4. The CRSfocuses DoD leadership attention on key aspects of the Respond
Strategy.

The CRS serves to focus DoD leadership attention on key Respond Strategy issues,
especialy those issues regarding DoD readiness to execute the two-MTW part of the
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strategy. Were the CRS to disappear, multiple day-to-day management responsibilities
would likely absorb DoD leadership attention and DoD readiness would suffer.

We focused our research primarily on determining the value of GSORTS and the
JMRR to DoD'’s efforts to assess readiness and to DoD efforts to conform to the readiness
reporting requirements of Title 10. In that context, we found a number of areas that could
be improved. Recommended improvements are detailed in appendices C and D. The most
important areas for improvement are described below.

1. The readiness reporting system needs to measure the capability of the armed
forcesto carry out the full spectrum of missions identified in the NSS NMS,
and DPG/CPG.

Although the NSS may require units to perform a variety of tasks assigned by the
CINCs, the focus of GSORTS is on tasks for which a unit was organized or designed by
its parent Service. With the exception of the Navy, the GSORTS report is not specific as
to the tasks a unit is ready to perform. As a result, there is no way to determine what
tasks most units are actually ready to perform. For example, when a unit is rated at less
than C-1, the planner only knows that there are some “wartime missions for which it is
organized or designed” that it is incapable of performing. The planner has no way of
knowing from the GSORTS report what those tasks are or what other tasks the unit might
be ready to perform. As aresult, a CINC, looking at a GSORTS report, has no way of
determining if aunit isready to perform atask he wantsit to perform.

The IMRR focuses aimost exclusively on the capability to carry out theater CINC
plans for MTWs—either asingle MTW or two nearly simultaneous MTWs.14 It does not
directly address the wide range of smaller-scale contingencies identified in the respond
portion of the strategy and assigned to the CINCs in the CPG. In general, only ongoing
SSCs are considered in the IMRR.

In addition, the assessment of current readiness that is conducted by every CINC
for every IMRR needs to be placed in the larger context of the CINC’s readiness to carry
out his responsibilities associated with his Theater Engagement Plan (TEP), his plan for
executing his peacetime engagement tasks. Although the CINCs make an assessment of

14 Although most IMRR assessments are done in the context of an ongoing SSC such as the war in
Kosovo in 1999, the focus of the assessment is on the readiness to conduct an MTW while the SSC is
going on.
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their current and +12 month readiness, our research revealed a focus on ongoing events
rather than on the requirements of their TEP. If there were readiness issues related to a
CINC's TEP, they were not obvious because of the IMRR focus on functional areas rather
than missions and tasks. This lack of focus on the shaping aspect of the strategy is
important because shaping-related activities clam a maor portion of the day-to-day
efforts of CINC staffs and are the basis for the expenditure of a large portion of current
operational funding. In addition, when the Services discuss the need for additional force
structure or operating funds, it is often because of perceived needs to support the shaping
portion of the strategy and the CINC TEPs.

Finally, the IMRR needs to expand beyond its focus on functional stovepipes that
prevent DoD reporting organizations from seeing the bigger picture. For example, each
CINC looks at his piece of the Defense Transportation System and attempts to make it as
ready as possible without understanding how his piece of the system fits into the overall
transportation system. This practice also leads to the use of inappropriate metrics resulting
in suboptimization and micromanagement, e.g., metrics based on achieving local goals
rather than on achieving goals of the entire system. The IMRR focus on deficiencieshas a
similar impact and seems to result in staff efforts to optimize specific bits and pieces of
readiness rather than to maximize overall readiness. This may be because functional staff
officers are unable to see the entire system. Most of the reporting organizations we visited
do not seem to recognize that their organizations consist of processes or systems and, in
general, they do not appear to have anyone in charge of or responsible for ensuring the
readiness of these processes or systems. The focus on functional areas and enablersis a
manifestation of the failure to recognize the importance or role of these systems or
processes. Thisis particularly truein the context of readiness to conduct operational tasks
such as precision engagement. Successful execution of these operational tasks requiresthe
integration of multiple functions across Service lines. By virtue of its exclusion of
operational tasks, the IMRR does not address this aspect of readiness.1®

15 see Appendix D for adetailed discussion of the systems approach to readiness reporting.

25



2. The RRSneeds to be more comprehensive. Many elements of the DoD that are
essential to understanding DoD readiness need to be included as measured
unitsin GSORTS and addressed in the IMRR.

GSORTS should include all DoD readiness-essential entitiesin itslist of measured
units.  Among the most important of these entities are the following:
e Higher headquarters, whether combat or administrative, joint or Service-
specific
e Large operational organizations, such as Army corps and CS and CSS

brigades; Navy carriers with their embarked air wings or battle groups; and
Air Force Air Expeditionary Forces

o Defense Agency and Combat Support Agency entities e.g., distribution depots,
inventory control points, financial centers, communications nodes, that do not
report

e Joint units such as the Joint Intelligence Centers (J Cs)

e Instalations such as bases, air and seaports, training establishments, power
projection platforms, Service repair depots

e Training units with potential combat capability

The IMRR needs to address the full spectrum of tasks and functions assigned to
CINCs, Services, and Defense Agencies. The CRS requires the CINCs to report their
readiness in eight functional areas that generally correspond to major staff areas of
responsibility. Missing from the reporting requirements, however, is an assessment by the
CINCs of ther readiness to execute the operational tasks associated with the missions
assigned the command by the Secretary of Defense as required by Title 10, Section 164.16

The Service reports need to be more comprehensive. Although the CJCSI calls for
the Services to report the status of major combat, combat support, and combat service
support units, the current Service IMRR reports focus primarily on the status of major
combat units. In addition, although the Services have readiness-related responsibilities
associated with their Title 10 functions, the CJCSI only tasks them to report on 6
enablers—theater mobility support, engineers, health services, sustainability, security, and
field services—that are essentially subsets of some of their 12 functional responsibilities.
We bdieve that the omission of Service headquarters and support entities, e.g., repair

16 |n the context of Joint Vision 2020, operational tasks include dominant maneuver, precision
engagement, full dimensional protection, and information operations.
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depots and training installations, from GSORTS and the incomplete reports in the IMRR
are a principal explanation for the readiness “surprises’ that have frequently disturbed
both the Congress and the Secretary of Defense.

The reports of the Defense Agencies (DAS) aso need to be more comprehensive.
There are 15 Defense Agencies within the DoD. Six of these Defense Agencies are
Combat Support Agencies (CSAs)—DAs with specific responsibilities for providing
operational support to CINCs and Services. Five of the six CSAs report in the IMRR.
Our review of the DAs suggests that there is at least one DA that is not a CSA but which,
nevertheless, has important readiness responsbilities. The Defense Finance and
Accounting Service (DFAS) is responsible for providing financial support throughout the
DoD during war. In the combat theater, DFAS is responsible for providing funds to
support CINC and Service contracting efforts that are critical to successful theater
operations. All DAswith readiness-related responsibilities should report in the IMRR.

We reviewed the IMRR reports and the methodology for developing these reports
for DISA, DLA, and NIMA. The JMRR briefs we reviewed did not provide detailed and
meaningful reporting by the CSAs. For example, the Defense Logistics Agency reports
itself at a high readiness level even though its ground, sea, and air inventory management
centers do not contribute to the IMRR report, nor did the report include the availability of
consumable spares and repair parts for weapons systems. In addition, DLA does not
report on its readiness to provide combat rations, clothing, chemical protective garments,
bulk POL, or medical supplies for which it has sole responsibility. Finally, none of the
entities belonging to the DAs—the headquarters, the depots, the inventory control centers,
the communications sites, the intelligence analysis sites—report in GSORTS. These
omissions need to be corrected.

3. Reports need to be more uniform across the CINCs, Services, and DAY CSAs.

Section 117 specifies: “In establishing the readiness reporting system, the
Secretary shall ensure that the readiness reporting system is applied uniformly throughout
the Department of Defense.” Our research into GSORTS revealed significant differences
both among and within the Services in the way personne, equipment, equipment
condition, and training ratings are determined. Here are afew examples: 1) some Services
include critical skills in personned ratings and some do not; 2) the scope of equipment
considered combat essential varies from Service to Service; 3) reporting on training
readiness or on the availability of supplies varies from Service to Service and even within
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asingle Service; 4) the design tasks against which a unit’s readiness is reported may differ
from one command to another. These differences mean that the same numerical rating can
mean quite different things from one unit to another. They arise because the GSORTS
guidance alows the Services significant autonomy and discretion in how they measure and
report their status. Accurate, cross-service views of elther status or readiness at the DoD
level will require amore uniform reporting system.

In our visits to the CINCs, Services, and CSAS, regarding the IMRR we found that
staff officers lacked guidance on exactly how to report. Although the CIJCSI contains an
impressive amount of guidance on the nature of the IMRR, it till leaves a great deal of
room for each reporting CINC, Service, and CSA to make its own interpretation of what
should be reported.

Reporting by the CSAsisinconsistent. Thisis due not only to alack of guidance,
but also to the fact that the IMRR functional areas, which the CSAs are required to use,
are more applicable to the CINCs than to the CSAs. The CSAs each have a unique
function and a fairly narrow set of readiness issues when compared with the CINCs and
Services they support. Their reporting would be more meaningful if the IMRR process
provided them a method to focus on those unique missions.

4. Service and CSA reporting needs to be better coordinated with CINC

reporting.

The CINCs report in eight functional support categories that correspond to the
functional areas of responsibility within the Joint Staff. These areas are assumed to reflect
CINC readiness to integrate and synchronize forces. The CINCs assume they will receive
the major units they require and that those units will be ready to execute CINC tasks. In
short, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, the CINCs assume the Services and DAs
will provide them the support they need.

The Services are required to report their ability to flow ready combat, combat
support, and combat service support forces in accordance with existing OPLANS. In fact,
the Services focus their IMRR reports on the GSORTS status of major combat units.
They provide limited analysis of the readiness of support units essential to the war fight.
They need to address the readiness of many of thefirst to arrive support units, particularly
those in the Reserve and National Guard that are important enablers to the successful
execution of the war plans. More significantly, the Services need to report their readiness
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to provide the CINCs the full range of support for which they have Title 10 responsibility
especialy their readiness to sustain their forces for the duration of the war.

Because the CSAs report their readiness in terms of the same functional areas as
the CINCs, their reporting fails to focus on the details of the unique support they exist to
provide to the CINCs and Services, e.g., maps, intelligence, and strategic communications.
The DAs need to report on their readiness to perform their specific NSS-related tasks.

5. GSORTSand the JIMRR need to improve sustainability reports.

Although GSORTS has a category called Equipment and Supplies, and the IMRR
calls for all participants to report on the functional area or enabler called “logistics’ or
“sustainability,” and the Congress, in Section 366 of the FY 2000 NDAA, calls for
expanded reports of DoD readiness to sustain its forces in each of the war fighting plans,
we concluded that the current readiness reporting system does not adequately address the
ability of the DoD to sustain its forces in the execution of an MTW or an SSC. Our
research reveals a number of areas where sustainability reports need improvement:

e GSORTS should expand reporting on all classes of supplies for al measured
units. Other types of equipment and supplies needed for initial and follow-up
sustainment (e.g., prepositioned weapons systems, support equipment and
supplies, war reserve materiel, peacetime operating stocks, and unit-held
accompanying supplies) need to be addressed in Service GSORTS reports.

e CINCs need vishility into sustainability issues if they are to report effectively
on these important elements of combat capability.

e Services need to report in the IMRR on their ability to sustain their units for
the duration of two MTWSs. They need to report all of the classes of supplies
including those prepositioned equipment, supplies, and war reserve materiel
they would need for initial operations and to sustain those operations. The
Army is the only Service that calculates its war reserve requirements for two
MTWs. The other Services need to make these calculations.

e DLA needs to report on its ability to meet its responsibilities to provide
Class I, subsistence; Class |1, clothing and textiles; Class |11, Bulk POL; Class
IV, construction and barrier materiel; Class VIII, medica supplies, and
Class|X, spares.

e The other DAS/CSAS needs to report on their ability to provide supplies and
services necessary to sustain their operations for the duration of two MTWSs.
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e The DoD response to the requirements of Section 366 needs to focus on the
much broader definition of sustainability contained in the congressional
language.

6. The Secretary of Defense needs to provide comprehensive operational
guidance to the Services and Defense Agencies.

The Secretary of Defense provides guidance to the DoD in the Contingency
Planning Guidance and the Defense Planning Guidance. He provides operational
guidance to the CINCs in the Contingency Planning Guidance. This guidance addresses
the missions the Secretary of Defense wants the CINCs to be ready to perform in the
context of the Shape and Respond strategies. The CJCS supplements the CPG with the
Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP), whose principal additional role is to apportion
major combat forces and strategic lift among the CINCs for the execution of their assigned
missions. Neither the CPG nor the JSCP is addressed to the Services or DAS.

The Secretary provides program guidance to the CINCs, Services, and DAsin the
Defense Planning Guidance. This guidance addresses the Secretary’ s desires regarding the
defense program. The DPG contains guidance regarding Service Title 10 functional
responsibilities, e.g., training, equipping, and supply, which are to be included in their
programs. It does not contain specific operational guidance to the Services with regard to
their responsibilities to provide functional support to the CINCs in the execution of CINC
plans. This is also true with regard to the Defense Agencies in the execution of their
mission essential tasks. In other words, there is no official operational guidance to the
Services or DAs regarding their responsibilities to support the CINCs in the execution of
their operational responsibilities. This lack of SECDEF guidance, when combined with
the CINC’s inability to tell the Services and Defense Agencies what to do, means that the
Services and DAs do not have effective DoD guidance on the execution of their functional
responsibilities in support of the CINCs.

Although the Secretary reviews and approves CINC OPLANS based on the CPG,
he does not review or approve Service and DA supporting plans. This omission is further
compounded by limited Joint Staff review of these plans and inadequate coverage in the
DA JMRR.

These omissions appear to be inconsistent with the requirements of Title 10, which
requires the Secretary of Defense to “prepare written policy guidance for the preparation
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and review of contingency plans.”17 This congressional guidance appears to be applicable
to the entire DoD rather than just the CINCs. Given the omission of the Services and the
DAs from the CPG, it is not surprising to find that the Services do not report on their
readiness to “carry out the functions of the department so as to fulfill (to the maximum
extent practicable) the current and future operational requirements of the unified and
specified combatant commands,”18 and that the Secretary of Defense does not review
Service and DA supporting plans at the same time he reviews CINC OPLANS. Inclusion
of the Services and DAs in the CPG and the OPLAN review would fulfill this requirement
and lead to more comprehensive and thorough planning.

7. Additional resources need to be committed to readiness reporting.

In most units, commands, or organizations, readiness reporting is a collateral duty.
Personnel assigned the responsibility have other significant day-to-day duties that
consume the bulk of their time. CINC JMRR personnel do not have thetimeto devoteto a
fresh and detailed analysis of agiven scenario or the status of a particular functional area.

The Joint Staff has little or no opportunity to conduct a strategic analysis of the
inputs or to integrate them into a coherent picture of strategic readiness. The resulting
presentation thus becomes a segmented view of staff functional areas viewed through the
perspective of those who are linked via functional stovepipes, rather than a comprehensive
view of DoD’s ability to execute the National Military Strategy.

Although the offices in the Joint Staff and the Office of the Secretary of Defense
that are responsible for managing and overseeing the overall readiness reporting system
have this as their primary function, they have limited personnel and suffer from the effects
of turbulence. The officein the Joint Staff responsible for managing the CRS and putting
together each IMRR report has a total of nine officers assigned. The OSD staff devoted to
both oversight of the readiness reporting to Secretary of Defense and to reporting to
Congress has only eight personnel assigned. This reatively small number compares
unfavorably with the relatively large number of people in the OSD associated with the
oversight of acquisition activities, for example.

17 Title 10, Section 113 (g).
18 Title 10, Section 3013, 5013, 8013.
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8. GSORTSand JMRR need new automated systems that will enhance the scope
and depth of analysis.

We found the lack of joint automated management information systems to be a
major factor limiting the potential for more timely and accurate readiness reporting. It
also exacerbates the labor-intensive nature of the current RRS. This lack of automation
also means that the readiness reporting system cannot take effective advantage of the
numerous management and reporting systems used by the Services, CINCS, and Agencies.
We also found that the products of many of these potentially useful systems are not used to
shed light on related readiness issues in the joint arena. To some extent this may be due to
a natural tendency to want to keep those outside the organi zations from becoming involved
in internal management and budgeting processes. While one can appreciate the desire to
avoid the pitfalls of micro-management, it would nonetheless appear useful to make
available all relevant readiness information to the military and civilian leaders responsible
for setting policy, allocating resources, and executing the NSS and NMS.

9. Reportsto Congress need to be redesigned to meet the intent of the Congress.

The Quarterly and Monthly Readiness Reports to Congress provide an enormous
amount of information derived from GSORTS, the IMRR, the SROC reports, and Service
manpower and logistic systems. Both reports, especially the annexes, need to be
redesigned to make them more accessible to members of Congress and congressional staff.

The Installation Readiness Report is based on Service reports that address the
maintenance condition of facilities and provides limited information on the readiness of
installations to “provide appropriate support to forces in the conduct of their wartime
missions.” This report needs to be expanded to include status information on readiness
to perform assigned missions and tasks.

The Ingtitutional Training Readiness Report addresses the ability of the Service
ingtitutional training systems to produce the graduates the Services require to meet their
peacetime requirements. It needs to address the overall capability of the DoD training
establishments “to provide trained and ready forces for wartime missions.” It needs to
address unit and collective training. It needs to address the Service combat training
centers such as the Army’s National Training Center. It also needs to address the
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readiness of the overall DoD collective training establishments, including those of the
Joint Forces Command, which is specifically charged with responsibility for joint training
in preparation for assigned missions.

The Combat Support Agency Review reflects a review of each CSA’s peacetime
operations. These reviews, conducted by teams of military personnd and civilian
contractors working for the J-8, are not as effective as they need to be in meeting the
Title 10 requirement to report on, “the responsiveness and readiness of each such agency
to support operating forces in the event of war or threat to national security.” We found
that CSA participation in the IMRR might be seen as meeting the Title 10 requirement for
reporting CSA readiness. Unfortunately, we found that the actual CSA JMRR reports
need significant improvement if they are to meet the congressiona requirement. In
general, these reports seem to focus on peacetime readiness rather than on readiness to
perform the tasks associated with the Shaping and Respond strategies.

VI. POTENTIAL IMPROVEMENTSTO THE DOD READINESS REPORTING
SYSTEM

This section outlines our conclusions on the design of a new RRS as well as
guiding principles for our recommendations to make the DoD RRS consistent with the
Congressional mandate. We also note the major changes that seem appropriate. We begin
with a vision of what the future RRS might be and how it might work. This section is
followed with recommendations for specific changes in the GSORTS and JMRR system
that are tied to the vison of a new RRS. Most of these changes can be initiated
immediately and implemented in the near term. Others depend on the development of
automated tools.

Based on our review of the congressional requirements in Title 10 and of the
responsibilities of the Secretary of Defense and other DoD leaders, we concluded that the
readiness reporting system should meet the following goals:

e Beresponsive to congressional readiness concernst®
e Provide readiness information necessary to assist

— The Secretary of Defense in the performance of his duties

19 see table A-1-1 for a detailed comparison of our recommendations with the requirements of
Section 117.
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— The CICSin the performance of his duties?0

— The warfighting CINC’ s and the Defense Agencies in the performance of
their peacetime and wartime missions?1

— The Servicesin the performance of their Title 10 functions??

In addition to these goals, we established guiding principles for developing our
recommendations. We believe afuture RRS should:

Recognize that readiness reporting is an appropriate responsibility of the chain
of command from the lowest squad leader through the Secretary of Defense

Adopt and standardize CINC & Service “best” practices and concepts
whenever possible

Take advantage of information technol ogy

Do no harm to units and individuals

A. A Vision of A FutureRRS

There are four major aspects to our vision of what a future readiness reporting
system should be based on:

Supported CINCs should report to SECDEF their readiness to execute each of
their NSS missionsin terms of their CINC-level mission essential tasks.

Supporting CINCs, Services, and DAs should report to the supported CINC
their readiness to execute the tasks associated with their CINC-related
missions.

Most tasks are performed by systems or processes whose output, when

compared to a requirement, can be taken as a measure of the readiness of the
system or process to execute the assigned task.

The DoD should employ modern information technology to enhance readiness
reporting and to reduce the workload of reporting units.

20 The CICS is responsible for “advising the Secretary on critical deficiencies and strengths in force
capabilities.” USC, Title 10, Section 153.

21 A CINC “is directly responsible to the Secretary for the preparedness of the command to carry out
missions assigned to the command.” USC, Title 10, Section 164.

22 Service Secretaries are responsible for “carrying out the functions of the Department of the Army,
Navy, Air Force so as to fulfill (to the maximum extent practicable) the current and future operational
requirements of the unified and specified combatant commands.” USC, Title 10, Sections 3013, 5013,
and 8013.
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Title 10 provides the basis for our vision of a future readiness reporting system.
Chapter 6 of Title 10 lays out the responsibilities of the Combatant Commanders and
makes them “directly responsible to the Secretary of Defense for the preparedness of the
command to carry out missions assigned to the command.” Given this clear responsibility
and the recognition that the Combatant Commanders are responsible for executing the
missions established by the Shape and Respond portions of the NSS and NM S assigned to
them by the Secretary of Defense, we conclude that the central aspect of afuture readiness
reporting system should be based on reports from each CINC of his readiness to execute
each of his assigned missions. Title 10 aso includes the requirement for each Service
Secretary to “carry out the functions of the department so as to fulfill (to the maximum
extent practicable) the current and future operational requirements of the unified and
specified combatant commands.”23  This requirement would seem to establish a
reasonable basis on which the Services might report their readiness, i.e., in terms of their
readiness to execute their functional tasksin support of CINC requirements.

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff has established the basis on which it
seems reasonable for the CINCs to report their readiness—in terms of their CINC-leve
mission-essential tasks (METS). These METSs are associated with each assigned mission
that each CINC has aready identified as part of the Joint Training System (JTS). The
CJCS has stated that “the JTS is the principal tool to ensure DoD readiness to execute the
NSS.” The JTS establishes a number of policy aspects with regard to training that can be
expanded to readiness reporting. These policies and the readiness reporting policies that
can be derived from them arelisted in Table 1.24

If they are called on to report their readiness to execute their assigned missions
based on their readiness to execute their mission essential tasks as implied by our analysis
of the implications of the JTS, then each CINC might address his readiness to execute an
assigned mission in a manner similar to that portrayed in Figure 1. In this example, if the
mission is to defend South Korea, then the CINC might report his readiness in terms of
his readiness to execute his support tasks and his operational tasks. He would rely on
reports from the forces assigned or allocated to him and from the supporting CINCs,
Services, and DAs to determine his readiness to execute both his supporting and his
operational tasks.

23 s, Title 10, Sections 3013, 5013, and 8013.
24 cJCsl 3500.01B, 31 December 1999.
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Table 1. The JTS Provides a Basis for a Future RRS

Existing JTS policies and practices

Derivative RRS Policies and Practices

Commanders derive training requirements
from their analysis of the requirements of the
NMS

CINCs derive their mission-essential tasks
from their analysis of the missions they are
assigned by the Secretary of Defense and
assign, or at least identify, appropriate
missions to supporting CINCs, Services, and
Defense  Agencies.  Supporting  CINCs,
Services, and Defense Agencies build their
METL based on missions assigned or
identified by the supported CINCs

Commanders determine tasks to be trained
based on the list of tasks contained in the
Universal Joint Task List (UJTL)

CINCs, Services, and DAs select their tasks
from the UJTL or associated Service task lists

Commanders determine the training status of
their command

Commanders determine the readiness of their
command

CINCs direct subordinate commands and
forces to carry out CINC missions

Services carry out Title 10 functions (including
training) to fulfill CINC operational needs

Services are responsible for preparing their
forces to perform tasks required by CINC
missions. DAs are responsible for preparing to
perform tasks associated with CINC missions

Services report their readiness to execute their
Title 10 functions to support CINC needs

Services and CINCs are responsible for
training forces to face the spectrum of conflict
addressed in the NSS/NMS

Supporting CINCs, Services, and DAs report
their readiness to meet the needs of the
supported CINCs across the Shape and
Respond Spectrum

CINC Joint Forces Command is responsible
for providing and training joint forces as well
as JTF and CINC headquarters

CINC Joint Forces Command reports his
readiness to train and provide joint forces as
well as JTF and CINC headquarters

Supported CINCs are responsible for providing
their JMETL and training plan to supporting
commanders (including Service commanders),
DAs, and Joint Forces Command

Supported CINCs are responsible for
assigning missions and tasks to supporting
commanders (including Service commanders),
DAs, and Joint Forces Command

Supporting commanders and joint
organizations (including DAs) are responsible
for providing their METL to supported CINCs

Supporting commanders and joint
organizations (including DAs) are responsible
for reporting their readiness to supported
CINCs
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Figure 1. CINC Reports His Mission Readiness in Terms of His Mission-Essential Tasks

Our review of modern management techniques provides the basis for our

recommendation that the new readiness reporting system be based on the readiness of

systems or processes rather than on functional areas and enablers. Here is a summary of
those insights:2°

The problem. Organizations today consist of functional silos, or stovepipes—
vertical structures built on narrow pieces of a process. Most organizations
continue to manage their enterprise by managing individual departments. This
management style prevents those departments and the entire organization from
seeing the bigger picture of the role of the organization as a whole. It also
leads to the use of inappropriate metrics and, as a result, suboptimization and
micromanagement. Asaresult, most organizations focus on maximizing local
goals rather than global or organization-wide goals. Organizations generally
do not recognize their internal processes or systems and do not have anyonein
charge of or responsible for them.

The solution. Organizations must redefine the scope of management to
include the entire process or system, eg., the entire supply chain.
Organizations must reengineer their business process to ensure these processes
are managed to serve the customer rather than to meet the suboptimal goals of
functional managers. There are a few key leverage points in any system that
determine the overall performance of any organization. These constraints or

25 Appendix D, Annex 2, summarizes our findings. The bibliography lists the management texts we
reviewed.
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bottlenecks can be identified and managed. Most constraints are not physical
limitations but are limitations created by the beliefs, assumptions, and policies
that are built into the organization.

This review of the literature led us to conclude that a modernized readiness
reporting system should be based on a systems or process approach. We concluded that a
modern readiness reporting system could be both comprehensive and comprehensible only
if it reports on key DoD systems or processes that encompass the enormous amount of data
collected by GSORTS and during the IMRR process.

The systems approach holds out the potential for solving other problems. First, a
systems approach provides the participants in the system an overview of the entire system
and how their actions affect the capability of the whole. Given this ability to see the entire
system, participants can make decisions with the capability of the whole system in mind
and need no longer focus on the bits and pieces of readiness, which may not effect the
ultimate outcome.

The systems approach also provides help in resolving resource alocation issues. If
the CINCs, Services, and Secretary of Defense are able to see an entire system, e.g., the
Defense Transportation System described below, they may be able to identify elements of
the system that can be improved in the near term to enhance current readiness. They may
also be able to identify elements of the system that can only be improved in the longer
term with a modernization or force structure program. The visibility into these potential
resource tradeoffs may alow participants to make better choices about readiness today
verses readiness tomorrow.

The basic steps in a systems approach are as follows. 1) identify the systems
whose readiness is important to the CINC's ability to execute his assigned missions;
2) collect the additional data necessary; 3) organize that data into a comprehensible
package, i.e., a system or process,; and 4) require the responsible CINC or Service/Defense
Agency chief to report on the readiness of the system for which heisresponsible.

The Defense Transportation System (DTS) is an example of a DoD system whose
readiness is critical to overall DoD readiness. The DTS is recognized as a system that
involves al four Services, most CINCs and Defense Agencies, three types of
transportation (ground, sea, and air), multiple nodes (installations, ports, and bases, both
military and civilian, U.S. and foreign), and prepositioned equipment and supplies. All of
the pieces of the DTS are known today and are modeled in programmatic studies. Many
of the units involved report in GSORTS. Most of the installations, ports, and other nodes
in the system do not report their readiness. Today, no single CINC or Service has
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visibility over the DTS and none is responsible for reporting its readiness. As aresult, no
one subordinate to the Secretary of Defense or the CJCS is responsible for knowing the
readiness of the DTS. If the DoD isto follow the example of the most modern businesses
as discussed above, it would appear appropriate for al of the pieces of the DTS to report
in GSORTS and for the DoD to assign one senior commander to report the readiness of
the entire DTS. Taking these two steps would place responsibility for reporting the
readiness of the DTS on a commander with the ability to affect the system’s overall
readiness and would relieve the Secretary of Defense and the CJCS from having to draw
conclusions about DTS readiness from multiple reports on separate eements of the
system.

Figure 2 presents a view of the Defense Transportation System that could serve as
the basis for such a report. Reporting responsibility might be given to CINC
TRANSCOM, for example.

/' Tactical
Station -m -w -$ ASS::::W

Home

Figure 2. A CINC Reports the Readiness of the Defense Transportation System

If a CINC were to be responsible for reporting the readiness of the Defense
Trangportation System (DTS), he could focus on the output of the system based on his
assessment of the overall capability of the system to provide the OPLAN-required
throughput of forces and materid over time. In order to understand the system’s
readiness, the CINC would identify tasks and output metrics for each entity in the system
and compare the capability of each entity against the requirement. This approach would
allow the CINC to report to the Secretary of Defense on his readiness to execute his
primary MET without having to report the readiness of each entity of the system. This
approach has another benefit for both operational and resource allocation considerations.
If the DTS isthought of asachain that is no stronger than its weakest link, then the CINC
would be able to identify the weakest link in the chain and take action to strengthen that
link. The CINC would enhance his ability to manage the DTS effectively and to identify
the links in the chain most in need of additional resources. In addition, if the subordinate
commanders in the DTS were able to see themsalves in the context of the entire
transportation system, they would be more able to perform their duties with the output of
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theentire DTS in mind. In fact, CINC TRANSCOM has already developed this concept of
the DTS and is using it to determine his programmatic needs. He could use the same
approach to report his readiness.

The Services could aso report their readiness to execute their Title 10
responsibilities to support the CINCs in the context of a system. Each Service has a
system or process for performing its Title 10 functions. Each Service has a manpower
system, a system for both individual and collective training, a supply system, and a
mobilization system and a deployment system, for example. These systems can be used to
report the readiness of their Title 10 functions.

Figure 3 shows a view of the Navy supply chain, whose overal readiness is
essential to the Navy’s ability to sustain its forces in the context of both the Shape and
Respond strategies. Note that the Navy supply chain also includes entities belonging to the
Defense Logistics Agency and the General Services Administration. In thiscase, asin the
case of the DTS and CINC TRANSCOM, the Navy would need to know the readiness of
each entity in its supply chain but would only need to report the overall readiness of the
chain, in terms of throughput over time. This report should be made available to the
supported CINC and the Secretary of Defense.

Navy Invento Do Not Report Report
Supply Center

ice) ] [ it o] g |« e[ A

* 5 Support Site COD/VOD
Defense /' ¢
Distribution \ :
Centers (DLA) Ships &
Sqdns

Logistic
Site

ServicelCPs

Figure 3. The Navy Reports the Readiness of the Sustainment System

It is important to recognize that the Services are already using supply chain
management techniques to manage their peacetime logistic processes.26 They need only
apply these techniques to their wartime logistic needs and to report their readiness on the
basis of the readiness of their supply chain. The Services would have to identify the

26 The Army processis called Velocity Management.
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details of the systems that support each of their other Title 10 responsibilities, identify the
output requirements of each entity, and base their readiness assessments on the overall
capability of each system. Thisis aso the approach being considered by the Army for its
“Strategic Readiness System” based on the use of a process analysis tool called Activity
Based Costing/Management/Budgeting. This same tool, ABC/M/B, has been selected by
the USD (A&T) as atool for improving cost management and is in the process of being
integrated into the DoD management process throughout the Department of Defense.2’

Although the supported CINC will certainly be interested in knowing Service
readiness to perform some Title 10 functions, e.g., supply, he is not likely to be as
interested in knowing Service readiness to peform other Title 10 functions,
e.g., redeployment. The Secretary of Defense, on the other hand, is responsible for
oversight of all Service Title 10 functions.

In addition to reporting their readiness based on reports from supporting CINCs,
Services, and DAs, the supported CINCs would report their readiness to perform their
METSs based on the operational systems that will executes each MET. Figure 4 shows one
such system, the precision engagement system, which involves assets controlled by the
CINC and his component commanders as well as assets controlled by others such as
SPACECOM or DIA. If the CINC is to know his readiness to perform his precision
engagement MET, he must know the readiness of this system. He must know how each
entity fits into the system, its interoperability, and he must know the entity’s readiness.
The chain analogy remains appropriate for the precision engagement system. In this case,
the readiness of the precision engagement system can be no better than the weakest link in
the precision engagement chain.  For example, if the parts of the system are not
interoperable and if timely targeting information cannot get from the ISR asset to the
firing system, the system is not ready.28

27 USD(A&T) Memorandum, subject: Defense Wide Implementation of Activity Based Management, July
1999.

28 This is precisely the problem identified by GEN John Jumper, the commander of the Air Force Air
Combat Command and commander of U.S. Air Force Europe during the air war over Kosovo. GEN
Jumper described the problem as a problem of “horizontal integration,” but he was talking about the
inability of the precision engagement system to move information effectively from the target acquisition
node through the command and control node to the mission execution node.
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Figure 4. The Precision Engagement System

Knowing the readiness of each of these large complex systems is based on
knowing the readiness of the entities that make up each system. These entities include
operational units as well as supporting entities—depots, ports, prepositioned supplies and
equipment, communications nodes, hospitals, training centers, inventory control points,
etc.—that are important to DoD readiness. Each entity must report its readiness to
conduct its mission-essential tasks (METS) associated with its role in the system whose
readiness is being reported. These reports can be provided in GSORTS. For example, a
port that is a node in the DTS is itself a system whose readiness can be measured and
reported in GSORTS. In this example a port reports its readiness to execute its MET,
which is to move a certain amount of cargo through the port on a daily basis. Other
supporting entities are also systems. A hospital is a patient care system. A depot may be
an engine repair system. A training center is a unit training system. A communications
node is a data transmission system.

Operational units can also be viewed as systems. The Army evaluates training
readiness of its operational unitsin terms of a unit’s Battlefield Operating Systems (BOS),
which include fires, maneuver, command and control, intelligence, logistics, air defense,
and mobility/countermobility. Each operational unit has a similar mix of systems that are
collectively engaged in the execution of each of a unit's METs. Navy ships report in
GSORTS on the basis of Primary Mission Areas that are systems, e.g., the ASW system
and the AAW system.

Every readiness-related DoD entity can report its readiness in GSORTS in terms of
its ability to execute its METs based on an assessment of the ability of the entities
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systems to provide the output associated with a MET. Figure 5 shows an infantry
battalion example. The battalion headquarters, including the battalion staff officers and
any C3 systems, comprise the command and control system. The scout platoon provides
the intelligence system. The three maneuver companies provide the maneuver system.
The three maneuver companies and the mortar platoon provide the fires system. The
support platoon, maintenance platoon, and the medical section comprise the logistic
system. The battalion GSORTS report would be based on a comparison of the required
level of personnd, equipment, supplies, and training with the actual level for each of the
battalion’s mission-essential tasks. A higher headquarters would establish the requirement
for each system and for the whole unit as the Navy does today. The unit’s status could be
reported by the unit as done today. Ultimately the GSORTS database should draw that
data automatically from other databases.

Intelligence

Command Maneuver

& Control

Fires

Logistics

Figure 5. A Mechanized Infantry Battalion Reports Its Readiness as a System of Systems

The vision of the future readiness reporting system just described calls for the DoD
to collect and manipulate more data than the current RRS handles. This increase in data
handling is possible because of the increased capabilities inherent in information
technology. Web-based capabilities alow the DoD to collect and manipulate large
amounts of data as well as to collect data automatically from other DoD management
systems. This capability holds the promise of significantly reducing the workload
associated with the current readiness reporting system, even though the amount of data
collected increases.
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Appendix F provides a detailed description of how information technologies can be
applied to the future RRS. In simple terms, the future RRS would be based primarily on a
system in which reporting entities only keep track of those elements of their status that are
not maintained on a centralized data base maintained for other purposes. For example,
personnel data would be automatically taken from the personnel database.2® Equipment,
equipment condition, and supply data would be automatically taken from the Service and
DA databases that keep track of these dements. The reporting entities would only be
required to keep track of their training status to the extent that they do not report that
status as part of another DoD database designed to keep track of training, e.g., some
Services keep track of aviator training in centralized databases. Commanders of reporting
entities would be responsible for providing their professional judgment on the actual
capability of their unit if it differed from that determined automatically. They would also
be responsible for predicting changes in their readiness based on information available to
them, e.g., an anticipated training event that will increase overall training readiness. This
information would constitute the new GSORT S database.

We recogni ze that increased reliance on existing management information systems,
automated databases, and automated analysis thereof to report critical command readiness
information may be viewed with some skepticism—particularly by commanders who have
reason to doubt the validity of the underlying data. However, we expect that such usage
would have the salutary effect of radically improving the accuracy of such databases,
based on the long-standing commercial observation that officials manage what is
measured and reported to their leadership.

CINC, Service, and DA systems would be represented on the SIPRNET with each
node in the system being an entity reporting in GSORTS. Each node in the system would
be automatically updated with each change in GSORTS. In thisway the CINCs, Services,
and DAs could keep track of the readiness of their systems on a near-real-time basis and
would be able to inform the supported CINC and the Secretary of Defense of ther
readiness as required.

A new RRS based on the systems approach has the potential to enhance both
deliberate and crisis planning as well as resource allocation. Deliberate planners would be
able to see the systems that are required to perform each MET and would have a template
they could use to ensure they are building a comprehensive plan and force list. Crisis

29 DoD isin the process of creating a DoD-wide personnel database that could provide this data.



planners will be able to identify units for a wide range of missions based on their readiness
to perform specific mission-related tasks. They will be able to look at systems to identify
bottlenecks and constraints that limit the output of the system and to find workarounds
that will enhance system output. Resource managers will be able to look at unit readiness
and identify the operating systems or input categories that are limiting the readiness of
their units. Resource managers will be able to identify the link in the chain that most
needs reinforcing and, thereby, make more efficient allocation of resources, e.g., allocate
resources to the weakest link and avoid directing resources to links that are already strong
enough.

This vison of a future RRS does not require that DoD throw out the existing
reporting systems. It does cal for a number of changes in these systems. The specific
changes are discussed in detail in Appendixes C, D, and E. Here is a summary of the
changes we think are necessary.

B. Summary of GSORTS Recommendations

1. Expand the GSORTS database to include all readiness-related units and
organizations.

CINCs, Services, and Defense Agencies should identify all the entities under their
control that contribute to their ability to perform their METs or their Title 10 functional
tasks and should register them as measured unitsin GSORTS.

2. Require parent organizations, e.g., brigades, and divisions, battle groups,

wings, to report separately the readiness of their headquarters and of their
entire organization.

Senior DoD commanders need to know the resource and training status of
individual units so that they can allocate resources effectively and ensure the overall
readiness of the force. Knowledge of individua unit readiness does not trandate
effectively into knowledge of the operational readiness of larger organizations. It is
appropriate to ask the commanders of these larger organizations to report on the readiness
of their organizations as a whole and of the headquarters for which they are directly
responsible. GSORTS should give them such a capability.
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3. Separate“ supply” reporting into a separate category.

Supplies must be in the hands of units who will use them if they are to be of any
value. Knowing the status of unit supplies is essentia to knowing the readiness of a unit
and isthefirst step in knowing the ability to sustain that unit.

4. Base training readiness on training events accomplished to standard.

All of the Services know the training events and standards that are required for a
unit or organization to be effectively trained in a task. Most aviation and naval units
report their training readiness on this basis. All units can and should report on this basis,
to include the entities that are added to GSORTS.

5. Enhance GSORTSto allow all reporting entities to report their readinessto
performtheir mission-essential tasks and to allow the automatic collection of
data from CINC, Service, and DA databases maintained for other purposes.

Key to reporting the readiness of systems is understanding the readiness of each
unit in the system to perform the tasks the system requires. GSORTS should be modified
to allow all measured units to report their readiness in terms of their METs. Thisincludes
the METs for which they have been designed (their DOC) and their CINC-assigned METs
(their ROC). GSORTS should also be modified to automatically draw data from other
databases, e.g., personnd, maintenance, supply, and training, to enhance GSORTS
currency and accuracy and to reduce the workload on reporting units.

C. Summary of JMRR Recommendations

1. Report readiness to execute the full range of scenarios and tasks covered by
the NSS NMS, and DPG/CPG.

Given the congressional mandate to report DoD readiness to execute the NSS, the
NMS, and the DPG and the need for DoD managers to have an understanding of DoD
readiness to execute the full range of activities the DoD might be called upon to perform, it

seems appropriate to include analysis of the full range of scenarios and taskings that the
President’s NSS, Chairman’s NMS, and Secretary’s DPG/CPG specify or imply.

2. Report readiness to execute mission essential tasks.

The CINCs should report their readiness in terms of the METs associated with
their Shaping responsibilities and with their scenario-related MTW and lesser contingency
responsibilities, instead of in terms of the eght functional areas as they

46



currently do. This requires the CINCs to report on the readiness of not just their own
headquarters, but of the aggregated force and support structure that has been identified to
execute their plans. The Services should report their readiness to support CINC needs in
terms of their Title 10 functional tasks and the DAs should report in terms of their METS.

3. Conduct scenario-specific analyses.

Since the two-MTW scenario is the most demanding of the conventional scenarios
in the NSS against which it is necessary to measure DoD readiness, and since CINC
responsibilities vary significantly depending on which MTW occurs first, it seems
appropriate that this scenario be the primary basis for the IMRR. One change in the
anaysis of the two-MTW scenario the Secretary of Defense might consider is to
investigate the readiness implications of different assumptions regarding separation time
between the two MTWSs. Our investigations revealed that every two-MTW JMRR used
the DPG planning assumption that serves as the basis for theillustrative planning scenario.
While this may be appropriate for program planning, it seems reasonable to consider
different alternatives in the JIMRR process eg., two truly smultaneous MTWs.  In
addition, analysis of the two-MTW scenario should specifically include consideration of
the requirements for deterring the second MTW and the requirements for swinging forces
from one thester to the other.

4. Conduct IMRR analyses of single MTWs, CONPLANS, and other SSCstwice a

year.

If the IMRR considers the two-MTW scenario twice a year and continues on its
guarterly schedule, that leaves two JMRRs that can be devoted to other elements of the
strategy. We bdieve the IMRR should address DoD readiness for the full range of
contingencies covered in the DPG/CPG.

5. Conduct each IMRR sequentially over a 3- to 6-month period.

One of the problems we identified in our review of the JMRR was the
simultaneous nature of the reporting. Staffs that were dependent on information from
other staffs did always not get the information in time to influence their own report (or did
not get it at all because they did not have time or authority to ask). Issues that would be
dealt with sequentially in the normal course of events had to be dealt with simultaneously.
Accordingly, it seems appropriate to develop a sequential approach to building the IMRR.
This approach would parallel the approach used in deliberate and crisis response planning.
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6. Establish uniform metrics as the basis of reporting.

We believe the solution to the lack of metrics is to adopt the systems approach
described above. This approach allows the basic readiness metrics to be the output of the
systems whose readiness we are measuring. For example, the readiness metric of the
transportation system is the throughput the system is ready to provide in the context of a
JMRR scenario. The readiness metric of an entity is based on the role that entity playsin
the output of the system of which it is a part. To continue the above example, the
readiness metric of a port would likely be based on the port’s throughput requirement as
part of the transportation system, and the readiness metric of a strategic airlift squadron
would likely be based on the required capability of the squadron in terms, perhaps, of ton-
miles or sorties per day.

7. Include the time factor in all scenario reporting.

JMRR reports should also include a time factor based on the expected duration of
the event against which readiness is being assessed. For example, in atwo-MTW JMRR,
CINC TRANSCOM should report on his readiness to provide transportation support for
the entire duration of both wars, i.e., the capability of the transportation system to move
the units and materiel each CINC requires to execute his mission. Each Service should
report on its readiness to sustain its forces for the duration of the war. The CSAs should
report their ability to sustain operations and support the Services and CINCs for the
duration of the war. The supported CINC, in reporting his readiness to execute his
mission-essential tasks, e.g., his capability to execute the operational tasks that are a part
of his OPLAN, should include a time factor in his assessment. One way for a CINC to do
this in the case of MTWs would be to address his readiness to execute the phases of his
OPLAN.

8. Consolidate efforts to devel op automated reporting systems.

The joint staff and the Services, as well as other organizations, have a variety of
programs underway to develop automated readiness or readiness-related reporting systems.
Unfortunately, full development of these complex systems, many of which appear to have
excellent potential, are languishing because of a lack of funding and the limited pool of
gualified technology workers. We recommend that the Secretary of Defense take charge of
an ¢effort to devdop a DoD-wide readiness reporting system that
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takes advantage of promising developments to date, makes accessible to all involved in
readiness reporting the myriad databases currently existing, and captures the funding and
pool of technology talent that is currently spread throughout the department.

9. Invite senior members of the CINC staffs and CSA staffsto participatein
JMRR briefs.

When a JIMRR focuses on an issue of interest to a particular CINC or CSA, we
recommend that that command or organization provide, when real world operations
permit, a senior officer or civilian official to brief the issue in question. This would
promote a dialogue and establish a balance in the forum between the Services, the CSAs,
and the CINCsthey are required to support.

D. Information Technology Recommendations

Information technology capabilities are improving at great speed in the commercial
world and in the DoD. The ability to collect, store, distribute, analyze, and report vast
amounts of data with ease and at dramatically lower costs will continue to grow. These
changes will facilitate significant improvements in DoD management tools. DaD is
working on several management information systems that use Web-based technologies to
facilitate the integration of existing databases and applications into multifunctional and
multipurpose information systems that can support DoD analytical and operational
requirements. The Global Command and Control System (GCCS) and the Global Combat
Support System (GCSS) are prime examples of this new management information
technology. The Joint Training Information Management System (JTIMS) is another
example of a DoD program that utilizes this same type of technology. DISA is currently
adapting the GSORTS database to these same applications. We recommend that similar
techniques be used as the basis for the new Readiness Reporting System—both for
GSORTS and for the systems approach to the IMRR. See appendix F for a detailed
discussion of these recommendations.

Ultimately the RRS should become nearly automatic. Virtual databases will
automatically provide most of the data required for every GSORTS report. Commanders
will be responsible primarily for reviewing their data to ensure accuracy and for reporting
command assessments when those assessments differ from the objectively obtained
assessments. There will be permanent SIPRNET applications representing most of the
systems the CINCs, Services, and DAs depend on to execute their METs. These
applications will be automatically updated with the most current GSORTS data
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Intelligent agents will continuously sweep these databases to identify readiness problems
and bottlenecks and even to identify potential workarounds. Planners will identify tasksto
be performed for both deliberate and crisis response plans and will select units by task.
Planners will populate MET oriented systems with unit identifications and will receive
near real time readiness assessments in return. CINCs, Service and Defense Agency
chiefs, and the Secretary of Defense will have a coherent and comprehensive basis on
which to discuss both operational readiness and resource allocation issues.

E. Recommendationsfor Action by the Secretary of Defense

DoD has traditionally identified readiness and sustainability as the top priority for
the allocation of defense funding in the DoD program. Included in this definition of
readiness and sustainability is the requirement to “meet objectives for operations, training,
and maintenance and to ensure that U.S. forces are capable of decisively executing future
missions.” 30 President Bush has described his administration’s defense review as leading
to "a new defense agenda and a new strategic vision (that) will be the basis for allocating
our defense resources.”31 Knowing DoD readiness to execute new missions is central to
establishing a path for achieving this new strategic vision and for allocating resources
effectively. Our analysis has led us to conclude that the current readiness reporting system
does not provide the kind of information the Secretary of Defense needs to ensure that the
Department meets either requirement. Our recommendations are designed to provide a
basis for a readiness reporting system that will provide the information on DoD readiness
the Secretary of Defense needs to have as a basis for making the critical decisions about
where the Department should go. We recommend the Secretary of Defense take the
following actions to ensure he has the information he needs to guide the DoD toward the
new strategic vision.

1. The Secretary of Defense should issue detailed instructions covering the
development and final structure of an improved DoD Readiness Reporting System that has
the characteristics described in the GSORTS and JMRR recommendations above and as
called for in Section 117. These instructions should be tied to the DPG and the CPG.

30 Defense Planning Guidance Update FY 2002—2007, p. 5.
31 President George W. Bush, speech at Joint Forces Command, Norfolk, VA, 13 February 2001.

50



They should be designed to ensure the reporting system meets the needs of the Secretary of
Defensein hisoversight and operational roles. They should be issued as soon as possible.

2. The Secretary of Defense should establish a readiness analysis center as a small
agency or support function. Such a center would provide critical readiness information
that is not available today. Trained analysts and information technology technicians
would apply the most advanced information technology to ensure the Secretary of Defense
has the information he needs about overall DoD readiness to execute these new missions.
Such a center could provide the analytical talent, the automated systems, the time for
analysis, and the continuity and corporate knowledge that are essential to understanding
DoD readiness.

3. The Secretary of Defense should provide the resources needed to ensure the
development and implementation of the information technology systems and databases
essential to comprehensive readiness reporting. These resources would allow the readiness
reporting system to become a full partner in President Bush's effort to, “harness new
technologies that will support a new strategy.”32 Given the initiatives underway in each of
the Services and elsewhere in DoD, a consolidated approach might meet the needs of the
new system at minimum cost.

4. Although the focus of this study and these recommendations is on the DoD
Readiness Reporting Systems, there are two aspects of the role of the Secretary of Defense
and the CJCS in issuing guidance and reviewing plans that we fed are important to our
recommendations and are central to developing an RRS that meets the demands of the
Congress. In this regard, we recommend that the Secretary of Defense provide guidance
to the Services and DAs in the CPG regarding their responsibilities to execute their Title
10 functions and their METs in support of CINC OPLANs. We also recommend that the
Secretary of Defense and CJCS, who currently review and approve CINC OPLANS, aso
review and approve Service and DA plans for supporting the execution of those CINC
OPLANS.

32 pid.
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VIl. CONGRESSIONAL READINESS REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

Although our research focused on Section 117 of Title 10 pursuant to the
requirements of Section 361 of the FY 2000 Defense Authorization Bill, we discovered
other Title 10 readiness reporting requirements that required our attention. As described
in detail in Appendix A, Section 482 requires the Secretary of Defense to “submit to
Congress a report regarding military readiness’ on a quarterly basis, and Section 193
requires the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to submit a report on the responsiveness
and readiness combat support agencies.

These multiple requirements lead to a profusion of reports and a vast amount of
data that, we believe, are beyond the ability of any Member of Congress or Professional
Staff Member to be able to analyze effectively in the execution of their legidative duties.
Accordingly, we recommend that the Congress amend Title 10 to consolidate all readiness
reporting requirements in one section of the law. We also suggest that the Congress limit
its reporting requirements to reports based on summaries of the quarterly IMRR reports
and the periodic updates, which, with the recommendations made above, should provide a
more comprehensive and comprehensible report than the Congress currently receives.
Should there be a need for more detailed data, we recommend that Congress require the
DoD toinstall aSIPRNET terminal in both the House of Representatives and the Senate to
allow Members and appropriate staff access to the more detailed assessments available to
the CINCs and the Secretary of Defense.
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CONGRESSAND THE READINESS REPORTING SYSTEM

INDEPENDENT STUDY OF MILITARY READINESS REPORTING SYSTEM

(Pub.L. 106-65, Div. A, Titlell1, § 361, October 5, 1999, 113 Stat. 574,
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2000)

Section 361 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2000
specifies that the “Secretary of Defense shall provide for an independent study of
requirements for a comprehensive readiness reporting system for the Department of
Defense, as required by Section 117 of Title 10, United States Code.” The Secretary is
instructed to commission a study to “consider the requirements for providing an objective,
accurate, and timely readiness reporting system for the Department of Defense that has—
(1) the characteristics and capabilities described in subsections (b) and (c) of Section 117
of Title 10, United States Code; and (2) any other characteristics and capabilities that the
organization determines appropriate to measure the capability of the Armed Forces to
carry out the strategies and guidance described in subsection (&) of such section.”

The Secretary is further instructed to require the organization conducting the study
“to submit to the Secretary a report on the study not later than March 1, 2000. The
organization shall include in the report its findings and conclusions concerning each of the
matters specified in subsection (b)’—i.e., “the requirements for providing an objective,
accurate, and timely readiness reporting system” as described in Section 117 of Title 10,
United States Code. The Secretary is required to submit the organization’s report, together
with the Secretary’ s comments on the report, to Congress not later than April 1, 2000.

Subsections (d) and (e) of Section 361 are provisions to amend portions of the
United States Code dealing with aspects of the readiness reporting system. These dlight
modifications affect the following portions of the United States Code: Section 117 of Title
10, United States Code, Section 373 of the Strom Thurmond National Defense
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Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1999 (Public Law 105-261; 112 Stat. 1992); and
Section 482 of Title 10, United States Code.1

The House Committee on Armed Services introduced this provision requiring an
independent study of the readiness reporting system because it became concerned by the
Department of Defense's delays in implementing provisions of the law. It felt that there
was “a need for an independent study to provide a benchmark against which to measure
the Department of Defense's efforts at reform of the readiness reporting system.”2 The
committee argued that as indicators of declining readiness increased, the urgency for an
improved readiness reporting system, capable of measuring the complex variety of factors
that affect unit readiness, aso had increased. Moreover, the committee had become
“discouraged to learn that bureaucratic intransigence, opposition to reform, and the
persistence of outmoded practices [had placed] ... the prospects for improving the
readiness reporting system in doubt.”3 The independent study was an attempt to measure
the efforts made by the Department of Defense to reform the readiness reporting process
in response to Section 117 of Title 10 of the U.S. Code.

TITLE 10, U.S. CODE SECTIONSRELATED TO READINESS REPORTING

Section 117, Title 10 U.S.C.

(Added Pub.L. 105-261, Div. A, Title Ill, § 373(a)(1), Oct. 17, 1998, 112 Stat.
1990; and amended Pub.L. 106-65, Div. A, Title I, § 361(d)(1), Title X, § 1067(1),
Oct. 5, 1999, 113 Stat. 575, 774.)

Section 117 of the United States Code instructs the Secretary of Defense to
“establish a comprehensive readiness reporting system for the Department of Defense”
that “shall measure in an objective, accurate, and timely manner the capability of the
armed forces to carry out—(1) the National Security Strategy prescribed by the President
... (2) the defense planning guidance provided by the Secretary of Defense ... and (3) the
National Military Strategy prescribed by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.”

1 These sections are outlined below in their revised formats.

2 U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Armed Services, National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2000, Report on H.R. 1401, Report 106-162, 106th Congress, 1st Session, May 24, 1999, p. 335.

3 us Congress, House Report 106-162, p. 335.
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It is further specified that “in establishing the readiness reporting system, the
Secretary shall ensure (1) that the readiness reporting system is applied uniformly
throughout the Department of Defense; (2) that information in the readiness reporting
system is continually updated, with (A) any change in the overall readiness status of a unit
that is required to be reported as part of the readiness reporting system being reported
within 24 hours of the event necessitating the change in readiness status, and (B) any
change in the overall readiness status of an element of the training establishment or an
element of defense infrastructure that is required to be reported as part of the readiness
reporting system being reported within 72 hours of the event necessitating the change in
readiness status; and (3) that sufficient resources are provided to establish and maintain
the system so as to alow reporting of changes in readiness status as required by this
section.”

Section 117 provides that the readiness reporting system shall measure such factors
relating to readiness as the Secretary prescribes, except that the system shall include the
capability to do each of the following:4

Measure, on amonthly basis:

1) the capability of units (both as elements of their respective armed force
and as elements of joint forces) to conduct their assigned wartime
missions,

2) critical warfighting deficienciesin unit capability;

3) the leve of current risk based upon the readiness reporting system
relative to the capability of forcesto carry out their wartime missions.

Measure, on an annual basis;
1) the capability of training establishments to provide trained and ready
forces for wartime missions;

2) the capability of defense installations and facilities and other elements
of Department of Defense infrastructure, both in the United States and
abroad, to provide appropriate support to forces in the conduct of their
wartime missions

4 See the annex to this appendix for a look at Section 117 requirements, IDA findings, and
IDA recommendations.
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3) critical warfighting deficiencies in training establishments and defense
infrastructure.

Based on the characteristics and capabilities of such a comprehensive readiness
reporting system, as prescribed by the subsections described above, Section 117 requires
that the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff “shall—(A) on a quarterly basis, conduct, a
joint readiness review; and (B) on a monthly basis, review any changes that have been
reported in readiness since the previous joint readiness review.” The Chairman is
instructed to incorporate into both the joint readiness review and the monthly review “the
current information derived from the readiness reporting system and shall assess the
capability of the armed forces to execute their wartime missions based upon their posture
at the time the review is conducted.” The Chairman shall submit the results of each
monthly and quarterly review to the Secretary of Defense.

The Secretary is then required each month to submit to the Armed Services and
Appropriations Committees of both the House of Representatives and the Senate “a report
in writing containing the results of the most recent joint readiness review or monthly
review conducted ... including the current information derived from the readiness
reporting system.” Each such report is to be submitted in unclassified form and may, as
determined by the Secretary, also be submitted in classified form.

Finally, Section 117 provides the Secretary with discretion to “prescribe
regulations to carry out this section.” Further, “in those regulations, the Secretary shall
prescribe the units that are subject to reporting in the readiness reporting system, what type
of equipment is subject to such reporting, and the elements of the training establishment
and of defenseinfrastructure that are subject to such reporting.”

Legidative History

Public Law 105-261, the Strom Thurmond National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1999, amended Chapter 2 of Title 10, United States Code, to establish Section
117, “Readiness reporting system: establishment; reporting to congressional committees.”
In addition, Public Law 105-261 instructed that the Secretary of Defense “establish and
implement the readiness reporting system required by Section 117 of Title 10, United
States Code ... so as to ensure that the capabilities required .. of that section are attained
not later than January 15, 2000.” This deadline for establishing and implementing the

5 Pub.L.105-261, Div. A, Titlelll, § 373(a)(1), Oct. 17, 1998, 112 Stat. 1990.
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readiness reporting system was later extended to April 1, 2000.6 Public Law 105-261
further instructed that, “Not later that March 1, 1999, the Secretary of Defense shall
submit to Congress a report setting forth the Secretary’s plan for implementation of
Section 117.”

Public Law 106-65, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Y ear 2000,
amended the language of Section 117. Previoudy, the Secretary was required to ensure
that any change in the overal readiness status of a unit, an element of the training
establishment, or an element of defense infrastructure that is required to be reported in the
readiness reporting system was reported within 24 hours of the event necessitating the
change in readiness status. As a result of the amendments made by Public Law 106-65,
the readiness reporting system is still required to have the ability to report any change in
overall readiness status of a unit within 24 hours, while changes in the readiness status of
an element of the training establishment or an element of defense infrastructure need only
be reported within 72 hours of the event necessitating a change in readiness status.

Further, prior to Public Law 106-65, the readiness reporting system was required
to include the capability to measure, on a quarterly basis. the capability of training
establishments to provide trained and ready forces for wartime missions; the capability of
defense ingtallations and facilities and other elements of Department of Defense
infrastructure, both in the United States and abroad, to provide appropriate support to
forces in the conduct of their wartime missions; and critical warfighting deficiencies in
training establishments and defense infrastructure. Public Law 106-65 broadened the time
frame of these requirementsto an annual basis.

Committee History

The origins of Section 117 lie with the House Committee on National Security—
now the Committee on Armed Services. Committee members became “increasingly
frustrated by the contradictions between assessments of military unit readiness as reflected
in official reports and the observations made by military personnel in the fied.”7 While
officia reports portrayed the overall readiness of U.S. armed forces as high, servicemen
increasingly indicated that their units were falling below past standards; many suggested
that the readiness reporting system was inaccurate. In addition, in testimony before the

6  pub.L.106-65, Div. A, Titlelll, § 361(d)(2), Oct. 5, 1999, 113 Stat. 575.

7 U.S. Congress, House, Committee on National Security, National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 1999, Report on H.R. 3616, Report 105-532, 105th Congress, 2nd Session, May 12, 1998, p. 281.
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committee, servicemen reported that a number of factors increasingly affecting readiness,
including operations tempo, increased deployments, morale, peacekeeping operations, and
the use of training funds for other purposes, were not accounted for by the readiness
reporting system.

This disconnect between official readiness reports and information obtained
through field hearings and congressional testimony prompted the Committee to require the
Department of Defense “to develop a more comprehensive readiness measurement system
reflective of today’s operational redlities.”® While praising the efforts made to enhance
joint assessments through the Joint Monthly Readiness Review, to establish the Senior
Readiness Oversight Council, and to develop a Readiness Basdline, the committee argued
that none of the actions undertaken by the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, nor the services had resulted in a readiness measurement system capable
of timely and accurate reporting. Section 117 was thus an effort to force DoD to remedy
the shortfalls of the current system by creating a more complete and accurate readiness
reporting system.

In order to overcome these deficiencies, the committee argues that an improved
and comprehensive readiness reporting system would consist of four basic components:
(1) a unit status report, measuring the readiness of service units, (2) a training
establishment status report, measuring the condition of service training ingtitutions; (3) a
defense infrastructure status report, measuring the ability of service and other defense
facilities to deploy, sustain, and reconstitute forces from the US and abroad; and (4) ajoint
forces status report, which would measure the ability of the Department of Defense to
successfully conduct the two major theater wars as called for in the Defense Planning
Guidance and on the timelines specified by the relevant theater commanders-in-chief.

In designing an improved unit status report, the committee stated that three
fundamental tasks should be accomplished: “objectively capture current conditions as of
the date of reporting, separately report commander’s readiness estimates and risk
assessments, and highlight deficiencies so that programmatic adjustments can be made.”®
As executed, the unit status reports reflected the complexity, incompleteness, and
inaccuracies of the readiness reporting system. The Services were tasked to eiminate
loopholes, exceptions, inconsistencies, and inappropriate subjective assessments. The

8  U.S. Congress, House Report 105-532, p. 282.
9 us Congress, House Report 105-532, p. 282.
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committee stressed that reports should include what personnel and equipment are available
and what training has been accomplished as of the date of the report, and these figures
should be measured against wartime requirements alone (emphasis added).

The committee provided specific instructions regarding how the appropriate
resource data was to be provided. Unit status reports should measure: personnel available
for duty, number of available “ skill-qualified” personne, availability of officersand senior
enlisted personnel, and percentage of these personnel who are available for duty when
calculated against the unit’s wartime requirements—not against the budgeted level of unit
fill. Loopholes and waivers, such as those that allow units to consider personnel available
even when they are temporarily deployed, should be eiminated.

In terms of equipment, unit readiness should measure equipment that is both on
hand and rated as mission capable. The Services too frequently rated the percentage of
on-hand equipment against the level of equipment authorized, and the level of serviceable
equipment compared to that on hand. The committee urged the Secretary of Defense to
enforce a departmentwide standard establishing the percentage of equipment both on hand
and mission capable as the only acceptable measure of equipment readiness.

Finally, the committee instructed DoD to improve the objectivity, consistency, and
credibility of the unit readiness reporting system by improving the training measures. The
committee argued that “it is of the highest importance that the Department of Defense
establish a set of objective criteria for judging training readiness, and to develop an
automated system for weighing warfighting training priorities.”10 The committee was
encouraged by current Army efforts to develop a set of algorithms that would make
training readiness calculations much simpler.  Importantly, “this objective training
reporting system must be keyed to the unit’'s wartime mission and identified tasks
associated with that mission.”1! Further, when units are deployed on temporary duty they
should not only report their readiness to conduct this assigned mission but continue to
report their core readiness rating related to the wartime requirement.

While the committee was primarily concerned with raising the level of objectivity
in readiness reporting, it acknowledged there was an important role to be played by unit
commanders in assessing overall readiness. The commander’s subjective assessment can
prove relevant with regard to two sdlient factors: the overall ability of the unit to

10 y.s. Congress, House Report 105-532, p. 283.
11 y.S. Congress, House Report 105-532, p. 284.
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accomplish its assigned wartime mission and the level of risk associated with conduct of
that mission based upon the unit’s current status. Though such judgments are currently an
element in the Department’s readiness assessments, the committee argued that these
judgments should be part of a regular and formal process and conducted at all levels of
command.

The second essential component of an improved, comprehensive readiness
reporting system must be an assessment of the institutional training establishments that are
responsible for sustained unit readiness over time. The committee was concerned by
reports and testimony suggesting the training establishments had become increasingly
deprived of resources, equipment, and personnel in order to provide for the needs of
deploying operational units. Similarly, the committee heard repeated testimony that
defense infrastructure, including such factors as the quantity and quality of child care,
medical care, and housing, has become a maor concern as the pace of operations
increases. Training establishments and defense infrastructure have an important, though
indirect, impact on readiness, and reports on their status should be included in an
improved, comprehensive readiness reporting system.

Finally, the committee was supportive of the efforts of the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and senior military leaders of all Services to develop the Joint Monthly
Readiness Report. The JMRR was viewed as “a very good basis for monitoring the
readiness of joint U.S. armed forces to support the National Military Strategy, and the
committee applauds the explicit requirement to assess the risk to that strategy resulting
from the pace of current operations.”12 While pleased by the creation of the IMRR
process and the effort to consider risk, the committee was nevertheless concerned at how
senior military leaders currently assess that risk.

Overall, in designing Section 117 the committee was interested in establishing a
readiness reporting system that was as objective and widely disseminated as possible. The
committee's primary criticisms of the current system were that “past assessments and
discussions of readiness have suffered from the Department’s inability to create and
implement objective and consistent readiness reporting criteria, especially with respect to
training assessments, that are capable of providing a clear picture to senior uniformed

12 ys. Congress, House Report 105-532, p. 285.
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leaders, senior defense civilians, and the Congress.”13 Section 117 was an effort to force
the Department of Defense to enact reforms in the readiness reporting system.

Following the advice of the Committee on National Security, the House version of
the 1999 Defense Authorization Act contained the provision to amend Title 10 to include
Section 117. In the House bill, Section 117 required the Secretary of Defense each month
to submit to the congressional defense committees a report containing the results of the
monthly joint readiness review conducted by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
submitted to the Secretary. This report would replace the quarterly readiness reports that
were currently provided by the Department of Defense to the Congress under Section 482
of Title 10. Section 482 was accordingly repealed by the 1999 Defense Authorization Act.

The Senate bill contained no similar provison. The Senate receded with an
amendment that delayed the implementation date of the provision, clarified that the
Secretary of Defense was not required to submit the complete documentation of each joint
monthly readiness review to the Congress, and made other technical changes. In
conference, House and Senate members recognized that “stable requirements for
measuring and reporting readiness are essential in order for the Department of Defense to
develop an effective readiness reporting system that is capable of making valid
comparisons over time.” Further, the conferees urged the Secretary “to retain in the new
reports required by this section those elements of the expanded Quarterly Readiness
Report to the Congress that are believed to be effective in informing the Congress on the
readiness of our armed forces.” 14

Section 482, Title10 U.S.C.

(Added as § 452, Pub.L. 104-106, Div. A, Title I11, § 361(a)(1), Feb. 10, 1996,
110 Stat. 272; renumbered § 482, Pub.L. 104-201, Div. A., Title XI, § 1121(a), Sept. 23,
1996, 110 Stat 2687; and amended Pub.L. 105-85, Div. A, Title111, § 322(a)(1), Nov. 18,
1997, 111 Stat. 1673; Pub.L. 105-261, Div. A, Title I1l, § 373(d)(2)(A), Oct. 17, 1998,
112 Stat. 1992; Pub.L. 106-65, Div. A, Title 111, § 361(d)(3), (€), Oct. 5, 1999, 113 Stat.
575.)

13 U.S. Congress, House Report 105-532, p. 285.

14 y.s. Congress, House, Conference Report, Strom Thurmond National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1999, Conference Report to Accompany H.R. 3616, Report 105-736, 105th Congress, 2nd
Session, September 22, 1998, p. 645.
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Section 482 of Title 10 of the United States Code requires the Secretary of Defense
to “submit to Congress a report regarding military readiness’ on a quarterly basis,
specifically “not later than 30 days after the end of each calendar-year quarter.”1> These
guarterly reports shall specificaly describe: “each readiness problem and deficiency
identified using the assessments’ outlined later in this section; “planned remedial actions;”
and “the key indicators and other relevant information related to each identified problem
and deficiency.” Theinformation to be included in the report “shall be based on readiness
assessments that are provided during that quarter ... to any council, committee, or other
body of the Department of Defense” with readiness oversight responsibility; “by senior
civilian and military officers of the military departments and the commanders of the
unified and specified commands; and ... as part of any regularly established process of
periodic readiness reviews for the Department of Defense as awhole.”

The contents of each report shall include “information regarding each of the Active
components of the armed forces (and an evaluation of such information) with respect to
each of the following readiness indicators.” personnd strength, “including the extent to
which members of the armed forces are serving in positions outside of their military
occupational specialty”; personnel turbulence, such as recruit quality, borrowed
manpower, and personnel stability; other personnel matters, such as morale and recruiting
status; training, including training unit readiness and proficiency, operations tempo,
training funding, and training commitments and deployments; and logistics matters,
including equipment fill (i.e., deployed equipment, equipment availability, equipment that
is not mission capable, age of equipment, and condition of nonpacing items), equipment
maintenance backlog, and logistics supply (i.e., availability of ordnance and spares and
status of prepositioned equipment).

In addition to these comprehensive readiness indicators, “each report shall also
include information regarding the readiness of each Active component unit of the armed
forces at the battalion, squadron, or an equivalent level (or a higher level) that received a
readiness rating of C-3 (or below) for any month of the calendar-year quarter covered by
the report.” The information to be provided regarding these C-3/4 unitsisto include: “the
unit designation and level of organization,” “the overall readiness rating for the unit for the
guarter and each month of the quarter,” the resource area or areas (personnel, equipment

15 This deadline was extended to “45 days after the end of each calendar-year quarter” by Pub.L. 106-65,
Div. A, Titlelll, § 361(e), Oct. 5, 1999, 113 Stat. 575.
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and supplies on hand, egquipment condition, or training) that adversely affected the unit’s
readiness rating for the quarter,” and “the reasons why the unit received a readiness rating
of C-3 (or below).”

Though these quarterly readiness reports are to be submitted in unclassified form,
with the discretion of the Secretary of Defense, the report may also be submitted in
classified form. Each quarterly report shall be submitted to Congress not later than
45 days after the end of each calendar-year quarter.

Legidative History

Public Law 104-106, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
1996, signed into law on February 10, 1996, amended Title 10, United States Code, to
include Section 452, “Quarterly readiness reports.”16 This initial version of the quarterly
readiness report requirement was less specific about the necessary components of the
report. It merely instructed the Secretary of Defense to submit a quarterly report that
would “specifically describe identified readiness problems of deficiencies and planned
remedial actions,” as wdll as “include the key indicators and other relevant data related to
the identified problem or deficiency.”

Public Law 104-201, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
1997, signed into law on September 23, 1996, amended Chapter 23 of Title 10, United
States Code, and redesignated Section 452 as 482.17

Public Law 105-85, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1998,
signed into law on November 18, 1997, expanded the reporting requirements of Section
482.18 |n addition to describing readiness problems and deficiencies, planned remedial
actions, and key indicators related to identified problems and deficiencies, reports
submitted to satisfy Section 482 were required to “include information regarding each of
the active components of the armed forces (and an evaluation of such information) with
respect to” a number of “readiness indicators.” These comprehensive readiness indicators
were designed to include information regarding personnel strength and turbulence,
training, and logistics. In addition, the quarterly readiness reports were now required to
include specific information about units of the armed services that received a readiness

16 pub.L. 104-106, Div. A, Titlel11, § 361(a)(1), Feb. 10, 1996, 110 Stat. 272.
17 Pub.L. 104-201, Div. A, Title X1, § 1121(a), Sept. 23, 1996, 110 Stat 2687.
18 pub.L.105-85, Div. A, Titlelll, § 322(a)(1), Nov. 18, 1997, 111 Stat. 1673.
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rating of C-3 or below for any month covered by the quarterly report. In addition to
identifying the specific unit, the amended section of the code required an explanation of
why the unit was rated C-3 or below and what specific resource area or aress (i.e.,
personnel, equipment and supplies, equipment condition, or training) had adversely
affected the unit’s readiness. Finally, Public Law 105-85 also changed the name of
Section 482 from “Quarterly readiness reports’ to “Quarterly reports. personng and unit
readiness.”

In addition to amending Section 482, Public Law 105-85 also included a provision
for an “Implementation plan to examine readiness indicators.”1® This requirement stated,
“Not later than January 15, 1998, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the
congressional defense committees a plan—(1) specifying the manner in which the
Secretary will implement the additional reporting requirement of subsection (d) of Section
482 of Title 10, United States Code, as added by this section;20 and (2) specifying the
criteria proposed to be used to evauate the readiness indicators identified in such
subsection (d). Further, such was Congress desire for a concrete plan outlining how the
Secretary of Defense intended to implement the new requirements that to hasten
compliance the law included a subsection entitled, “Limitation Pending Receipt of
Implementation Plan.” This subsection stated, “Of the amount available for fiscal year
1998 for operation and support activities of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 10
percent may not be obligated until after the date on which the implementation plan” is
submitted.

With the establishment of Section 117 of Title 10 of the United States Code,
Congress appeared to view Section 482 as redundant, and so Public Law 105-261, the
Strom Thurmond National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1999, which
established Section 117, repedled the quarterly readiness report requirement. The law
stated, “Effective January 15, 2000, or the date on which the first report of the Secretary
of Defense is submitted under Section 117(e) of Title 10, United States Code, as added by
subsection (@),21 whichever is later, the Secretary of Defense shall cease to submit reports

19 pub.L. 105-85, Div. A, Titlelll, § 322(b), Nov. 18, 1997, 111 Stat. 1675.
20 j.e, the“Comprehensive Readiness Indicators for Active Components.”

21 pyb.L. 105-261, Div. A, Title I1I, § 373(a)(1), Oct. 17, 1998, 112 Stat. 1990, which inserted Section
117, “Readiness reporting system: establishment; reporting to congressional committees,” into Title 10,
United States Code.
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under Section 482 of Title 10, United States Code.” Further, “Effective June 1, 2001—
(A) Section 482 of Title 10, United States Code, is repealed.”

The repeal of Section 482 was never executed, however. Public Law 106-65, the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2000, repealed the subsection of
Public Law 105-261 that called for the repeal of Section 482 of Title 10, United States
Code. Thus, asfar as Title 10, United State Code, is currently concerned, the Secretary of
Defense is required to submit both a monthly report based on the requirements of Section
117, aswell as a quarterly report based on the requirements of Section 482. Theformer is
required to contain information based on “the results of the most recent joint readiness
review or monthly review,” while the latter is required to include information “regarding
military readiness’ as specifically outlined in the section.

Committee History

The House Committee on National Security (now the Committee on Armed
Services) added Section 482 (originally 452) to the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fisca Year 1996. Through various studies, hearings, and analysis, the committee
determined that the readiness problems experienced by the services in fiscal year 1994
“were the inevitable result of declining defense budgets, a significantly reduced force
structure, and an increased pace of contingency operations.”22 The committee became
concerned that during 1994, training was canceled or deferred; planned and funded
maintenance of weapons, equipment, and real property was not accomplished; purchases
of critical spare parts stopped; and the quality of life for Service members suffered. Asa
result of these developments, a number of Army divisions reported lower readiness levels,
several Navy and Marine Corps aviation squadrons had to be grounded, and a significant
number of Air Force crews exceeded standard levels for temporary duty.

The committee acknowledged that accurately measuring readiness is a complex
task. When assessing overall readiness, a number of factors other than traditional
measures must be considered including personne tempo, maintenance backlogs, troop
morale, quality of life programs, base operations support, equipment modernization,
recruiting and retention. In light of the complexity of addressing these challenges, the
committee proposed a five-part strategy for maintaining readiness. 1) provide the

22 .S. Congress, House, Committee on National Security, National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 1996, Report on H.R. 1530, Report 104-131, 104th Congress, 1st Session, June 1, 1995, p. 147.
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necessary resources to ensure the problems of 1994 were not repeated; 2) greater scrutiny
over the disposition of those funds; 3) increased oversight on force readiness assessments;
4) improved mechanisms for funding contingency operations so funds are not diverted
from critical readiness accounts; and 5) reform infrastructure to free additional resources
for critical readiness activities and force modernization—the key to future readiness.

The committee became concerned about the readiness reporting system as three
Army divisions reported low readiness conditions, while a senior DoD official had
declared only weeks before that the readiness of the forces was as high as they had ever
been—in fact higher than prior to the Gulf war. Thus, the committee concluded, “the
traditional system for measuring readiness is inadequate. It is narrowly focused, too
subjective and inconsistently applied. More importantly, it represents only a snapshot in
time, providing no predictive value of future force readiness. What is needed is a
comprehensive readiness assessment system based on relevant and reliable indicators that
measure force readiness today and provide early warning of future readiness problems.”23
The committee was thus encouraged that a number of DoD initiatives were underway to
improve readiness assessments. The committee directed the Secretary of Defense to
respond to the conclusions and recommendations of an October 1994 General Accounting
Office report entitled, “Military Readiness: DoD Needs to Develop a More Comprehensive
Measurement System.”

Based on these concerns and recommendations, the committee recommended a
provision to Title 10 of the United States Code—Section 452—that directs the Secretary
of Defense to report quarterly to the congressional defense committees on force readiness
based on regularized readiness briefings provided to senior DoD military and civilian
leadership as part of their readiness oversight responsibility. These briefings include the
monthly readiness briefings provided to the Senior Readiness Oversight Council and as
part of the Joint Monthly Readiness Review. The reports should focus specifically on
identified problems or deficiencies and planned remedial actions, and should include the
key indicators and other relevant data related to the identified problem area or deficiency.

House bill H.R. 1530 included Section 452. The Senate version had no such
provision and it receded in conference. The final bill was passed by both the House and
Senate but was subsequently vetoed by the President on December 28, 1995. The House
failed to override the President’s veto on January 3, 1996. The text of H.R. 1530,

23 U.S. Congress, House Report 104-131, p. 148.
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including the amendment establishing Section 452, was inserted into S. 1124 as passed by
the House on January 5, 1996. In conference, the Senate once again receded to the House.
Following conference, S. 1124 was passed by both congressional bodies, was signed by
the President on February 10, 1996, and became Public Law 104-106.

Section 193, Title 10, U.S.C.

(Added Pub.L. 99-433, Title 111, § 301(a)(2), Oct. 1, 1986, 100 Stat. 1020; and
amended Pub.L. 104-201, Div. A, Title X1, § 1112(c), Sept. 23, 1986, 110 Stat. 2683;
Pub.L. 105-85, Div. A, Title X, § 1073(a)(5), Nov. 18, 1997, 111 Stat. 1900.)

Section 193 of Title 10, United States Code, provides authority for oversight of the
various combat support agencies. In particular, Section 193 requires that “periodically
(and not less often than every 2 years), the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff shall
submit to the Secretary of Defense a report on the combat support agencies.” Each report
shall include: “a determination with respect to the responsiveness and readiness of each
such agency to support operating forces in the event of war or threat to national security,”
as well as “any recommendations that the Chairman considers appropriate.” Further, “in
preparing each such report, the Chairman shall review the plans of each such agency with
respect to its support of operating forces in the event of a war or threat to national
security.” Based on consultation with the Secretaries of the military departments and the
commanders of the unified and specified combatant commands, the Chairman may, with
the approval of the Secretary of Defense, “take steps to provide for any revision of those
plans that the Chairman considers appropriate.”

In addition to these periodic reports, “the Chairman shall develop, in consultation
with the director of each combat support agency, a uniform system for reporting to the
Secretary of Defense, the commanders of the unified and specified combatant commands,
and the Secretaries of the military departments concerning the readiness of each such
agency to perform with respect to awar or threat to national security.”

HISTORICAL CONGRESSIONAL REQUIREMENTSFOR READINESS
REPORTING

Prior Section 117

(Pub.L. 97-295, § 1(2)(A), Oct. 12, 1982, 96 Stat. 1287, § 133a, requiring an
annual report on North Atlantic Treaty Organization readiness; renumbered § 117 and
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amended Pub.L. 99-433, Title I, §§ 101(a)(2), 110(d)(3), Oct. 1, 1986, 100 Stat. 994,
1002; and repealed by Pub.L. 101-510, Div. A, Title X111, § 1301(1), Nov. 5, 1990, 104
Stat. 1668.)

Public Law 97-295, “Technica Amendments to 10, 14, 37, and 38 U.S.CA.”
amended Title 10 of the United States Code to insert Section 133a, entitled, “ Secretary of
Defense: annual report on North Atlantic Treaty Organization readiness.” Section 133a
required the Secretary of Defense to “assess and make findings each year with respect to
the readiness status of the military forces of” NATO and “submit a report of the
assessment and findings to the Committees on Armed Services and on Appropriations of
the Senate and House of Representatives.”

The report was to include an assessment and findings of the secretary with respect
to “deficiencies in the readiness of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (including an
analysis of deficienciesin each member of the organization)”; “planned corrections in the
identified readiness deficiencies of the United States with respect to the Organization™;
and “commitments made by other members of the organization to correct their own
readiness deficiencies.” In constructing the report, the Secretary of Defense was to assess
deficiencies in the readiness of NATO related to “war reserve stocks, command, control,
and communications systems (including the susceptibility of those systems to degradation
by potential overt activities of the Warsaw Pact); eectronic warfare capabilities, chemical
warfare capabilities; air defense capabilities ... ; armor and anti-armor capabilities;
firepower capabilities; forward deployed units and the proximity of those units to assigned
general defensive positions, the availability of ammunition; the availability,
responsiveness, and overall effectiveness of reserve forces; airlift capabilities; the ability
to protect, cross-service, and stage air assets from allied airfields, the maritime force
capabilities ... ; logistical support arrangements (including the availability of ports,
airfields, transportation, and host nation support); training (including the availability of
the facilities and equipment needed to conduct realistic operationa exercises); and the
compatibility of operational doctrine and procedures among military forces of the member
nations.”

Public Law 99-433, the Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization
Act of 1986, renumbered and amended Section 133a to Section 117,

A-16



“Annual report on North Atlantic Treaty Organization readiness.” Section 117 was
subsequently repealed by Public Law 101-510, the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1991.24

Section 376 of Public Law 103-160

The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Y ear 1994 included a provision
for an “Annual Assessment of Force Readiness.” Section 376 of Public Law 103-160
required that “not later than March 1 of each of 1994, 1995, and 1996, the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff shall submit to Congress an assessment of—(1) the readiness and
capability of the Armed Forces to carry out the full range of the missions assigned to the
Armed Forces; and (2) the associated level or degree of risk for the Armed Forces in
responding to current and anticipated threats to national security interests of the United
States.” The assessment was to include “information for the fiscal year in which the
assessment is submitted, the three preceding fiscal years, and projections for the
subsequent fiscal year.” Also, should there be “a significant change in the projected
readiness or capability of the Armed Forces from the readiness or capability projected in
the most recent annual assessment, the Chairman shall submit to the Congress a revised
assessment that reflects each such significant change.”

In terms of content, each assessment was to include a “description of the current
and projected readiness and capability of the Armed Forces taking into consideration each
of the following areas: (A) Personnd, (B) Training and exercises, (C) Logistics, including
equipment maintenance and supply availability, (D) Equipment modernization,
(E) Instalations, real property, and facilities, (F) Munitions, (G) Mobility, (H) Wartime
sustainability.” In addition, each annual report was to include “the personal assessment of
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff regarding the readiness and capabilities of the
Armed Forces, together with the Chairman’s personal judgment on whether there are
significant problems or risks regarding the readiness and capabilities of the Armed
Forces.” Finally, the assessment was to note “any factors that the Chairman or any other
member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff believes may lead to a decrease in force readiness or a
degradation in the overall capability of the Armed Forces,” as well as include “any
recommended actions” and “any classified annexes’ that the Chairman considers

appropriate.

24 pub.L. 101-510, Div. A, Title X111, § 1301(1), Nov. 5, 1990, 104 Stat. 1668.
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READY FOR WHAT: THE REQUIRED CAPABILITY OF DoD

The “readiness’ of the Armed Forces cannot be measured either in a vacuum or as
an end in itself. Readiness assessment and reporting must occur in the context of
answering the question, “ Ready for what?’

In a general sense, we can state that each component of the Defense Department
(DoD) and the Armed Forces should be ready to conduct the mission it was either
designed for or assigned by its higher-echelon headquarters. Thus, for any particular
organization the answer to our question depends on the organization’s level in the DoD
hierarchy. At the highest leve, the answer is relatively straightforward—ready to fulfill
the requirements (both direct and implied) by the President’s National Security Strategy.
The guidance for reporting DoD readiness is explicit in Section 117 of Title 10, United
States Code: “...the Secretary of Defense...shall measure...the capability of the armed
forces to carry out—(1) the National Security Strategy prescribed by the President ... (2)
the defense planning guidance provided by the Secretary of Defense ... and (3) the
National Military Strategy prescribed by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.”
However, before we could conduct a valid review and critique of the current readiness
reporting system, we needed to break down this generalized description into something
more usable at lower levels of the DoD. This section presents the context and our answer
to “Ready for what?' and presents our view of the capabilities the readiness reporting
system needs to assess and report if it isto meet the requirements specified in Title 10.

CONTEXT

The President’'s 1999 national security strategy (NSS), A National Security
Strategy for a New Century, explicitly states (as did the 1997 NSS) that the core objectives
of U.S. security strategy are to “enhance America's security; bolster America's economic
prosperity; and promote democracy and human rights abroad.”1 Central to achieving these
godsisthe President’s strategy of “Engagement”—a strategy “founded on continued U.S.
engagement and leadership abroad.” In setting this strategy, the President states, “The

1 william J. Clinton, A National Security Strategy for a New Century, December 1999, p. 3.
(Hereafter the NSS)
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United States must lead abroad if we are to be secure at home.” At the same time he
acknowledges, “American engagement must be tempered by recognition that there are
limits to America' s involvement in the world, and that decisions to commit resources must
be weighed against the need to sustain our engagement over the long term.”2

How this strategy was to be operationalized by the Department of Defense was
mentioned in the 1997 NSS but was laid out most succinctly in the 1997 Report of the
Quadrennial Defense Review: “In order to support this national security strategy [in
particular, the core objective of enhancing American security at home and abroad], the
U.S. military and the Department of Defense must be able to help shape the international
security environment in ways favorable to U.S. interests, respond to the full spectrum of
crises when directed, and prepare now to meet the challenges of an uncertain future.”3

These three elements were mirrored and expanded upon in the 1997 National
Military Strategy (NMS). “Shape’ is the current, proactive eement whereby the military
helps to promote stability, prevent or reduce conflicts or threats, and deter aggression and
coercion on a day-to-day basis. “Respond” is the current, reactive element whereby the
Armed Forces execute the full spectrum of military operations, from deterring an
adversary’s aggression or coercion in a crisis and conducting smaller-scale contingency
operations, to fighting and winning major theater wars. “Prepare Now” is the future,
proactive element whereby the military and the DoD conduct those efforts necessary to
“transform U.S. combat capabilities and support structures to be able to shape and respond
effectively in the face of future challenges.”4

2 ANational Security Srategy for a New Century, December 1999, p. 3.
William J. Clinton, Report of the Quadrennial Defense Review, May 1997, p. 9.

4 In truth, the United States has long followed a general strategy of engagement, and the Armed Forces
have in actuality long conducted activities to help shape the international environment, have responded
to crises when called upon, and have prepared for the future. Two things were new in the 1997
formulation. One, “shaping” and “preparing” were, in essence, elevated in stature to be coequal
elements of the overall strategy, along with the respond element. Second, the emphasis on the need to
“prepare now” acknowledges that DoD can neither do its mission today at the expense of the future nor
ignore today and concentrate solely on the future—DoD must shape and respond today, while at the
same time preparing today in order to be able to shape and respond tomorrow.
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SHAPE

What is Shaping?

The Commission on Roles and Missions provided a useful definition of “shaping”;
that is, actions and activities by the U.S. military that are designed to “influence, reassure,
or deter” foreign actors in order to create an international security environment favorable
to U.S. national interests.

How Is ThisDone?

According to the 1997 QDR, “To do so [shape], the Department employs a wide
variety of means including: forces permanently stationed abroad; forces rotationally
deployed overseas, forces deployed temporarily for exercises, combined training, or
military-to-military interactions; and programs such as security assistance, International
Military Education and Training (IMET) programs, and international arms cooperation.”>

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Manual (CJCSM) 3113.0, Theater
Engagement Planning (TEP), defines “shaping” as “actions in which the U.S. Armed
Forces helps to shape the security environment through deterrence, peacetime engagement
activities, and active participation and leadership on alliances.” 6

Using these two descriptions together, “shaping” can be seen as having two
supporting ements, a CONUS element and an overseas element. The CONUS element is
made up of those parts of the Armed Forces based in the United States. The mere fact that
the United States maintains a ready and combat capable force (both conventional and
nuclear) contributes heavily to shaping's stated purposes of influencing, reassuring, or
deterring. The foreign element of shaping consists of overseas presence and peacetime
engagement activities.

Thefirst of these two components, overseas presence, is described asfollowsin the
1997 NMS: “the visible posture of U.S. forces and infrastructure strategically positioned
forward, in and near key regions.” As such, it is “one of the ‘strategic concepts that
govern the use of our forces to meet the demands of the strategic environment” and
includes  “those  permanently  stationed and  those  rotationaly  or

5 Report of the Quadrennial Defense Review, May 1997, p. 9.
6 CJCSM 3113.0, “Theater Engagement Planning” (August 1999), p. GL-6.
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temporarily deployed.”” This postureis critical to our ability to respond as it helps ensure
access to critical regions, secure essential overseas infrastructure, and reduce the
requirement for logistical sustainment from CONUS.

The second component, peacetime engagement activities are defined in a genera
sensein the 1997 NMS as: “all military activities involving other nations intended to shape
the security environment in peacetime.”8 CJCSM 3113.01 provides a categorization of
engagement activities: combined exercises, security assistance, combined training,
combined education, military contacts, humanitarian assistance, operational activities, and
other activities.

RESPOND

Respond to What?

The NSS states the United States “must be able to respond to the full spectrum of
threats and crises that may arise’ both at home and abroad. This full spectrum can be
described in three broad categories of activities (generally along a scale of required effort
and expected/actual level of violence):

e Deterring aggression or coercion in crisis [includes escalation control]
e Conducting multiple, concurrent smaller-scale contingency operations

e Fighting and winning major theater wars

According to the NSS, “efforts to deter an adversary...can become the leading
edge of crisis response.” In this regard, deterrence “straddles the ling” between the
elements of shape and respond. As a response, deterrence generally involves signaling
U.S. commitment by enhancing combat potential in a theater; making declaratory
statements reinforcing the potential costs of aggression/coercion; or perhaps actual
employment of U.S. forces to “underline the message and deter further adventurism.”

The category called “smaller-scale contingencies’ (SSC) includes perhaps the
largest number of activities in the respond spectrum. In other contexts, these mission

7 John M. Shalikashvili, National Military Strategy of the United States of America, p. 19. (Hereafter the
NMS)

8  Ibid., p. 7.
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types are often referred to as “military operations other than war” (MOOTW) and are
fairly well defined in Joint Pub 3-07. Thelist includes:

Humanitarian assistance/disaster relief in both permissive and non-permissive
environments (e.g., Rwanda, Provide Comfort, migrant operations)

Consequence management operations to mitigate the effects of nuclear,
biological, and chemical (NBC) weapons

Peacekeeping (e.g., Sinai Observer mission)

Information operations

Show of force/crisis response (e.g., Taiwan Straits, Vigilant Warrior)
Counterdrug

Counterforce operations to neutralize NBC facilities
Enforcement of exclusion/no-fly zones (e.g., Deny Flight, Southern Watch)

Enforcement of sanctions/maritime intercept operations (e.g., Sharp Guard,
Maritime Interception Operation (MIO)

Noncombatant evacuations (NEO) (e.g., Liberia)
Personnel recovery operations

Counterterrorism (e.g., Sudan, Afghanistan)
Peace enforcement (e.g., Bosnia, Haiti)
Coercive campaigns

Limited strike/raid (e.g., Libya)

Opposed intervention (e.g., Grenada, Panama)

SSCs can aso occur within the context of homeland security, such as military
support to civil authorities (e.g., border control, disaster relief) or in combating NBC
attacks, cyber attacks, or threats to critical infrastructure.

At the high end of the respond spectrum as characterized in the NSS and NMS is
major theater war. This mission is*“the most stressing requirement for the U.S. military.”
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The capability for deterring and defeating aggression in more than one theater “is the sine
gua non of a superpower and is essential to the credibility of our overall national security
strategy.”®

At the farthest end of the spectrum (and in order to make the list complete) is
strategic nuclear war.

PREPARE NOW

Ensuring that the U.S. Armed Forces can continue to shape and respond in a
complex future security environment is the goa of the third element of the security
strategy. This element includes modernization to protect the long-term readiness of the
force, as well as the transformation of current, unparalleled capabilities and support
structures in order to retain dominance in an uncertain world. According to the NSS,
while modernization is important to “maintain our technological superiority and replace
Cold War-era equipment with new systems and platforms,” the transformation of the U.S.
military “extends well beyond the acquisition of new military systems’ and is “critical.”
The transformation process seeks to “leverage technological, doctrinal, operational and
organizational innovations to give U.S. forces greater capabilities and flexibility.” This
includes taking steps to ensure the ability to effectively counter significant future threats,
particularly asymmetric, as well as working with “Allies and coalition partners to help
improve their defense capabilities and interoperability with our forces...”10

ANSWERING THE QUESTION “READY FOR WHAT?’

At the beginning of this appendix we pointed out the SecDef’s answer to the
question “Ready for what?’ is fairly straightforward—fulfill the direct and implied
requirements as stated by the president in the national security strategy. Taking advice
from the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, in the form of the National Military Strategy, the
Secretary of Defense provides guidance to the DoD in two documents. He provides
operational guidance to the CINCs in the Contingency Planning Guidance (CPG). This
document addresses the missions the Secretary of Defense wants the CINCs to be ready to
perform in the context of the Shape and Respond Strategies. The CJCS supplements the
CPG with the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP), whose principal additional role is

9 Report of the Quadrennial Defense Review, p. 12.
10 1999 NSS, p. 21.
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to apportion forces (primarily combat forces) among the CINCs for the execution of
assigned missions. Neither the CPG nor the JSCP is addressed to the Services
or the DASs.

The Secretary provides program guidance to the CINCs, Services, and Defense
Agencies in the Defense Planning Guidance (DPG). This guidance addresses the
Secretary’ s desires regarding the defense program. The DPG contains guidance regarding
Service Title 10 functional responsibilities, e.g., training and supply, which are to be
included in their programs.

The numerous activities and missions discussed in relation to “shape’ and
“respond” suggest the answer to the question for the Armed Forces in total, particularly
from the viewpoint of the unified commanders. To paraphrase a recently retired Army
genera: “The [Armed Forces] exist to fight and win the nation' s wars. But, as anyone who
reads the papers regularly is aware, the [Armed Forces| have accrued many other missions
in recent years, from providing assistance during disaster-relief operations to enforcing
peace in war-torn nations to conducting military exercises with former Warsaw Pact
countries. The national security strategy expects the [Armed Forces] to excd in al these
tasks and to enhance U.S. security at home and overseas.”1! For organizations further
down the chain of command, the answer derives from the CINCS missions—each
organization must be ready to provide those capabilities required by the CINC to achieve
the mission objectives. A careful review of the NSS, the NMS, the CPG, and the DPG
illuminate the myriad capabilities the Armed Forces are required to maintain; by
extension, the readiness to provide all of these capabilities should be formally assessed and
reported.

Capabilities

In order to be able to respond to these many mission types, certain capabilities
must be resident in the U.S. Armed Forces. In a broad sense, these are partially captured
by the “strategic concepts’ described in the 1997 NMS—strategic agility, power
projection, overseas presence, and decisive force. Of these, the first two are of special
interest here and imply a multitude of discrete capabilities. In order to effectively respond
when the National Command Authority (NCA) determines it necessary, the Armed Forces

11 Mgj. Gen. David L. Grange, USA, “Ready For What?” Armed Forces Journal International,
December 1999.
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must be agile, achieving “the timely concentration, employment, and sustainment of U.S.
military power anywhere at our own initiative, at a speed and tempo that our adversaries
cannot match.” A component of agility is the ability to project power: “rapidly and
effectively deploy and sustain U.S. forces in and from multiple, dispersed
locations...assemble and move to, through, and between a variety of environments, often
while reconfiguring to meet specific mission requirements...If necessary, it means fighting
our way into atheater or creating and protecting forward operating bases.” 12

The current Defense Planning Guidance adds another critical set of capabilities to
thislist. According to the DPG: “While the United States will retain the capability to act
unilaterally when necessary, the security strategy [NSS] emphasizes codlition
operations.... Therefore, it is imperative that the United States strive to build close,
cooperative relations with the world’'s most influential countries...[Coalition operationg]
presents significant challenges, from policy coordination at the dstrategic level to
interoperability at the tactical level. U.S. forces must plan, train, and prepare to respond to
the full spectrum of crises in coalition with the forces of other nations.” Additionally, the
Department must be able to “work effectively with other U.S. government agencies,
nongovernmental organizations, and private voluntary organizations.”

The DPG goes on to require the Armed Forces (both Active and Reserve
components) to be “trained, equipped and managed with multiple missions in mind.”
Additionally, they must be capable of operating effectively in the face of asymmetric
challenges like terrorism, information operations, and urban operating environments, as
well as in an environment in which chemical or biological weapons are used. Finaly, the
DPG reiterates that the “ability to transition between peacetime operations [shaping
activitiesmultiple SSCs] and warfighting effectively and in a timely manner remains a
fundamental requirement of virtually every U.S. military unit.”

Specifically in regard to fighting and wining two major theater wars, the DPG
states: “Toward this end, the United States must have forces trained and ready [emphasis
added] for joint and combined operations that can deploy quickly from a posture of global
engagement—across great distances to supplement forward-stationed and deployed troop

12 TheNMS, p. 19.
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U.S. forces—to assist a threatened nation, rapidly stop enemy aggression, and defeat an
aggressor, even in an environment in which NBC weapons are threatened or used.”13
Three additional requirements are specifically highlighted:14

o Rapidly defeat initial enemy advances—short of the achievement of enemy
objectives—in two theaters in close succession, one followed amost
immediately by the other

e Beableto operate in achemical/biological environment

e Be able to trangtion to fighting a major theater war from a posture of global
engagement—that is, from substantial levels of peacetime engagement overseas
aswell as multiple concurrent SSC operations

Joint Vision 2020

Joint Vision 2020 provides the conceptual framework for how U.S. forces will
fight in the future and describes U.S. military goals for the future. Joint Vision 2020
defines the overall transformation goal as “the creation of a force that is dominant across
the full spectrum of military operations.” JV 2020 identifies numerous capabilities that
can provide a basis for designing a future readiness reporting system. Following are
concepts identified in JV 2020 against which we believe it might be reasonable to measure

readiness:

e “Full spectrum dominance—achieved through the interdependent application of
dominant maneuver, precison engagement, focused logistics, and full
dimensional protection.”

e The need for a force that is “fully joint: intelectually, operationaly,
organizationally, doctrinally, and technically.”

e “The joint force must be able to take advantage of superior information
converted to superior knowledge to achieve ‘decision superiority.’”

13 william S. Cohen, Defense Planning Guide 2002—2007, p. 30.
14 1pid., pp. 30-31.
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e “Interoperability—the ability of systems, units, or forces to provide services to
and accept services from other systems, units, or forces and to use the services
so exchanged to enable them to operate effectively together.”

¢ “Information operations are essential to achieving full spectrum dominance.”

e “Joint command and control is the exercise of authority and direction over the
joint force. It isnecessary for theintegration of the Services core competencies
into effective joint operations.”

JV2020 provides a context for determining against what basis or benchmark
readiness should be measured. Our review of JV 2020 suggests that, in order to understand
DoD readiness to execute the multiple missions assigned as part of the NSS and NMS, the
future readiness reporting system (RRS) might address, for each mission assigned, DoD
readiness to execute the full range of tasks identified in JV2020. This includes the full
range of tasks associated with dominant maneuver, precison engagement, focused
logistics, and full dimensional protection.

(ON'D)

It is important to point out that the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) aso
has myriad capabilities and tasks that it must be ready to perform. OSD’s primary mission
is to oversee the entire range of defense establishment activities. An important part of this
mission is highlighted in the DPG: “The Department must prioritize its peacetime
activities to ensure its efforts are focused on those that are of the greatest importance,
without sacrificing warfighting capability.”1> Additionally, OSD needs to ensure that the
entire range of necessary capabilities and resources exists within the establishment. For
example, before the onset of a crisis, deployment, or wartime operation, the CINC would
need and expect to have ready [emphasis added] such critical resources as.

e Weapon systems

Specialized support equipment

Personnd

o War reserve material

Transportation assets

15 DPG, p. 49.
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e Communications capabilities

o Inteligence

¢ Installations and facilities

e Host-nation support

e Accessrights

e Spares and maintenance capabilities

e Chemical and biological defenseitems

e Troop support items.16

CONCLUSION

This discussion has highlighted the fact that the Department of Defense and the
Armed Forces have a large number of activities and missions that they must be ready to
accomplish, as well as a wide range of capabilities that must be resident in order to
successfully accomplish these missions. Answering the question “Ready for what?” is not
a smple task with one single answer; as stated in the DPG: “the United States must
maintain ready and versatile forces capable of conducting a wide range of military
activities and operations...”l’” Much depends on where one is within the chain of
command: At higher levels, organizations must be ready to perform missions, at lower
levels, organizations must be ready to provide the capabilities required to perform
missions.

Obvioudly, most of this discussion applies to the higher levels of the chain of
command. To effectively answer the question at lower levels requires senior leaders to
break the above lists down from the strategic and operational leve to the tactical level.
The resulting sets of required capabilities form the basis for individual units to answer the
question from their perspective. In order to meet the intent of congressional language
concerning readiness reporting, every organization at each level of the DoD hierarchy
must assess and report readiness againgt its entire list.

16 John Tillson “OSD Dutiesin the Respond Strategy”, IDA Paper P-3407, January 1999, p. I1-14.
17" DPG 2002-2007, p. 24.
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PART I: GSORTSTODAY —AN OVERVIEW

PURPOSE

Unit-level readiness reports are maintained in a database operated by the Defense
Information Systems Agency (DISA) called the “Global Status of Resources and Training
System” (GSORTS). Guidance for GSORTS is contained in two CJCS documents that
apply to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, unified commands, the Services, and DoD Combat
Support Agencies (CSA) responsive to the Chairman.l Basic policy, procedures, and
criteria are outlined in Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Instruction (CJCSI) 3401.02,
Global Status of Resources and Training System (20 October 1997). Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff Manua (CJCSM) 3150.02, Global Status of Resources and Training
System (GSORTS) (15 April 2000), provides detailed implementation guidance.
Additionally, each of the Services supplements these CICS documents with detailed
guidance, both to reiterate the Chairman’s guidance and to expand on Service-unique
areas.2

GSORTS indicates the level of selected resources and the training status of units at
specified points in time that are required to undertake the wartime mission(s) for which a
unit was organized or designed. The principal purposes and functions of GSORTS are to
serveas.

e The single automated reporting system within the Department of Defense that

functions as the central registry of all operationa units of the U.S. Armed
Forces and certain foreign organizations

e An internal management tool for use by the CJCS, Joint Staff, Services,
unified commands and CSAs

1 There is no DoD Directive or other Secretary of Defense-level guidance for GSORTS. The CSAs
responsive to the Chairman include the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), Defense Information
Systems Agency (DISA), Defense Logistics Agency (DLA), Defense Threat Reduction Agency
(DTRA), National Imagery and Mapping Agency (NIMA) and National Security Agency (NSA).

2 These Service regulations are: Army Regulation (AR) 220-1, Unit Status Reporting (September 1997);
Naval Warfare Publication (NWP) 1-03.3, Satus of Resources and Training System (SORTS)
(September 1987, with Urgent Change Two, April 2000); Air Force Instruction (AFI) 10-201, Status of
Resources and Training System (March 2000); and Marine Corps Order (MCO) 3000.13C, Marine
Corps Satus of Resources and Training System (SORTS) Standard Operating Procedures (July 1998).
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Theinformation available in GSORTS isintended to support, in priority order,
1. Crisisresponse planning
2. Dédliberate or peacetime planning

3. Management responsibilities to organize, train, and equip combat-ready forces
for the unified commands3

GSORTSIN RELATION TO THE JMRR

There is an important distinction between GSORTS and the Joint Monthly
Readiness Review (JMRR). GSORTS is a status report, taken as a“ snapshot in time.” It
offers a micro-level perspective of readiness by reporting on the status of specific units as
individual entities. It is designed to indicate “the level of selected resources and training
required to undertake the mission(s) for which a unit (emphasis added) was organized or
designed.”4 As a status report rather than a report of a demonstrated capability, GSORTS
can only provide an indirect inference of a unit’s readiness to undertake the missions for
which it is organized or designed. GSORTS does not provide a measure of a unit's
capability to perform other missions a unit might be tasked to perform, nor doesit provide
a measure of the readiness of a larger force that is made up of a number of subordinate
units.

Conversdly, the IMRR “is a current, macro-level assessment of the military’s
readiness to execute the National Military Strategy (NMS) as assessed by the CINCs,
Services, and CSAs.”> The IMRR includes a Service summary of the current readiness of
“ggnificant combat, combat support, and combat service support units’ which is
“generaly derived from GSORTS reports.” 6

DATABASE UNITS

Registered Units

The CICS GSORTS instruction requires Service headquarters to register all
Active, National Guard, and Reserve forces assigned to operations plans, operations plans

CJCSI 3401.02, Encl B, Paral.a, b.
CJCSI 3401.02, Encl A, Parab.
CJCSI 3401.01B, Encl A, Para 2.
CJCSI 3401.01B, p. D-1.
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in concept format (CONPLANS), the single integrated operations plan (SIOP), or other
Service war planning documents. The Navy will register the Coast Guard, and the Joint
Staff, unified commands, and combat support agencies will register units not otherwise
covered by the Services. In addition, the Services may register whatever units they
consider necessary.’

M easured Units

The instruction defines as “measured units’ those “Active, National Guard, and
Reserve Forces assigned to operations plans, operations plans in concept format
(CONPLANS), the Single Integrated Operations Plan (SIOP), or other Service war
planning documents,” and it requires the Services to register all measured units in
GSORTS.8 Additionally, the Directors of the CSAs, and the CINCs, are required to report
on selected agency organizations, and any joint organizations established by the CINC,
respectively.

There are roughly 10,000 measured units and about 56,000 registered units in the
GSORTS database. Examples of measured unitsinclude:®

(& Army -- Divisions, separate brigades or regiments, special forces groups,
special operations aviation regiments, ranger regiments, civil affairs commands, and
psychological operations groups, divisional brigades operating separately; armored cavalry
and aviation regiments; battalions, sguadrons, and separate companies, batteries, or
detachments.

(b) Navy -- Individual ships, submarines, aircraft squadrons, separate detachments,
platoons, teams, special boat units, and staff; and maor combat support and combat
service support units.

(c) Air Force -- Fleet (i.e., airlift and tanker), wing, group, squadron, and separate
detachments or flights.

7 CJCSM 3150.02, p. B-2.
8 CJCSM 3150.02, p. B-3.

9 CJCSI 3401.02, p. B-2. In addition to the four Services, the Coast Guard reports on high-endurance
cutters, medium-endurance cutters, 110-foot patrol boats, polar icebreakers, ocean-going buoy tenders,
and port security units and some joint units report as specified by the Joint Staff, unified commands,
joint task force HQs, and selected CSAs. For purposes of this study, however, we focused on the
Services.
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(d) Marine Corps -- MAGTFs (MEF, MEU); MAGTF eements (CE, GCE, ACE,
CSSE); battalions; squadrons; and separate companies, batteries, or detachments.

REPORTED AREAS

The GSORTS instruction requires each measured unit to report its overall
readiness (“C-level”), and the status of its personnel (“P-level”), equipment and supplies
on hand (“S-leve”), equipment condition (“R-level”), and training (“T-leve”). The
standards for each resource area are more fully described below.

SERVICE OVERVIEW

Army

Army Regulation 220-1, Unit Status Reporting, provides Army units ther
guidance for participating in GSORTS. The Army uses the Unit Status Report (USR) to
report on the GSORTS measured units. The Army GSORTS database is an inventory of
all the entities the Army owns. If an entity has a location, equipment, or personnd, it is
registered in the GSORTS database. The Army has registered well over 30,000 units. But
of those, only 5,100 are measured units that report readiness using the USR.

A unit uses either its Modified Table of Organization and Equipment (MTOE) or
Table of Distribution and Allowances (TDA) as the standard against which the four status
areas are assessed.  Training requirements are derived from each unit’s Mission Essential
Task List (METL). Army Field Manua 25-101, Battle Focused Training, describes the
METL as “an unconstrained statement of tasks required to accomplish wartime missions’
and addresses METL development in detail. Commanders determine their unit's METL
by analyzing the unit mission and identifying the critical tasks the unit must accomplish in
order for its higher headquarters to successfully accomplish their METL. Thus, METLs
are “nested” in each echelon up the chain of command. The training events and standards
that a unit must meet are laid out in the Army’s Combined Arms Training Strategies
(CATS) and the Standards in Weapons Training Pamphlet (STRAC Manual).



Navy

The governing document for the Navy is Naval Warfare Publication (NWP)
1-03.3, Status of Resources and Training System (SORTS). The Navy is currently
revising this publication but it will likely not be implemented prior to the middle of 2001.
There are nearly 1,500 measured units and roughly 9,400 registered Navy units in the
GSORTS database.

The basis for Navy reporting is the concept of primary mission areas (PRMARS).
There are 17 naval warfare mission areas, which are defined in OPNAVINST C3501.2
(31 May 1996), Nava Wafare Misson Areas and Required Operational
Capability/Projected Operational Environment (ROC/POE) Statements. Mission areas
include both combat and combat support areas such as strike warfare, antiair warfare, and
logistics and functional areas such as command, control, and communications and
mobility. This instruction defines the specific operational and suboperational capabilities
that comprise each PRMAR. The same instruction lists the specific primary and
secondary PRMARSs for which each unit is responsible.  Units report only their status in
their primary PRMARsin SORTS.

The Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) and the Type Commanders provide
additional reporting guidance. Of specific interest, a CNO letter (latest letter is Ser
N311ND/4U622948 dated 05 DEC 1994) identifies which personnel ratings and Navy
Enlisted Classification Codes (NECs) are essential (and therefore measured) for each
PRMAR, and the Type Commanders provide detailed criteria for reporting training
readinessin each PRMAR.

Each unit evaluates its readiness in each PRMAR for which it is responsible by
assessing its personnd, equipment, and training readiness relative to that particular
PRMAR. The unit then employs an algorithm that combines readiness in both its resource
areas (personnel, equipment, and training) and its PRMARS to produce an evaluation of
overall unit readiness.

Air Force

Air Force Instruction 10-201, Status of Resources and Training System, is the
basic guidance document for SORTS. This document provides Air Force procedures for
those areas listed in CJCSI 3401.02 and CJCSM 3150.02 GSORTS. All major



commands, field operating agencies, Air National Guard, AF Reserve, and direct reporting
units must follow the procedures outlined in the instruction and may issue supplemental
instructions.

Air Force units use their Designed Operational Capability (DOC) statement as the
baseline against which they compare the status of each of the measured areas. The DOC's
purpose is to “provide a summary of the mission for which a unit is organized or
designed,” and specifies the required resources and certain individual and collective
training requirements.10 It aso lists the reference documents containing the training
standards. Magor Commands, the Air National Guard, and Field Operating
Agencies/Direct Reporting Units write DOC statements for each of their subordinate
measured units. There are 2,654 measured units and nearly 10,500 registered Air Force
unitsin the GSORTS database.

Marine Corps

Marine Corps Order P3000.13C implements GSORTS as the principa Marine
Corps readiness reporting system. All deployable Active and Reserve component units
report. There are approximately 1,200 registered units, of which 360 measure and report
their readiness. All but one of the measured units are within the three active Marine
Expeditionary Forces (MEFSs) and the reserve establishment (4th Marine Division, 4th
Marine Air Wing, and 4th Force Service Support Group). The Marine barracks at
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, also reports.

Each unit from battalion/squadron level up to MEF develops its METL based on
specific operational requirements laid out in OPLANSs and other taskings from higher
headquarters. The METLs are expected to support the METLs of those higher
headquarters; they are submitted to the next level up the chain of command for review and
approval.

Every unit has a comprehensive set of generic tasks it is designed to accomplish.
These tasks are described in the unit’s Mission Performance Standards (MPSs). METLs
are normally a subset of aunit's MPS. The MPSs are listed in the Training and Readiness
Manual (T&R) for each type and size of unit. The T&R manuals also describe the
training events a unit must undergo in order to be considered trained in its specific tasks.
The quantitative standard for each of these generic tasks is listed in the Marine Corps

10 AFI 10-201, Attachment 2, p. 148. Thisis the governing Air Force instruction for DOC development.
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Combat Readiness Evaluation System (MCCRES) directive for each unit. MCCRES is
the formal program by which units are tested under operational conditions. MPSs,
METLSs, and the results of MCCRES evaluations are not used directly in determining a
unit's training readiness as reported into GSORTS. They are, however, considered
informally and subjectively by commanders when they assess overall readiness.

MEASURED RESOURCE AREA - PERSONNEL

The personnedl resource area provides for three measures of personnd readiness:
total personne strength, critical specialty strength, and critical grade strength. For each of
these measures, a P-rating is assigned based on the ratio of available strength to structured
strength. Thefollowing definitions from CJCS| 3401.2 apply:11

Structured Strength is the “wartime manpower requirements for an organization
shown on Service manpower documents.” It is also called the “required strength.” This
strength represents the number, grades, and skills of personnel the unit needs to deliver the
capability intended by its designers. For the Army and Marine Corps, thisis the wartime-
required strength in the TOE or TDA. For the Navy, thisis the structured strength (M+1)
as reflected in the ship or sqguadron manning document. For the Air Force, this is the
strength associated with the DOC and stated in the Unit Manning Document (UMD).

Assigned Strength is the “number of personnel assigned to the organization whether
present or not.” This is the personne on the books of the unit and for which the unit is
accountable.

Available Strength is the number of personnel who “are assigned to a reporting unit,
are physically present or can be present within the prescribed response time, and are not
restricted from deploying or employing with the unit for any reason.” This kind of
strength is also called “operational strength” or “deployable strength.” Available strength
is normally less than assigned strength because personnel are absent from their units for a
variety of reasonsincluding leave of absence or attendance at school.

11 cicsl 3401.02, 20 October 1997.



Total Personnel P-Level

CJCSI 3150.02 Requirement:12 A unit's “P” rating is determined by dividing total
available strength by structured strength. Once a percentage is determined, theunit's  P-
rating is determined as follows:

P-1 P-2 P-3 P-4

>=90% >=80% >=70% <70%

Service Actions: All four Services generally follow theinstruction.

Critical Specialty P-Level

CJCSI 3150.02 Requirement: Each Service is directed to determine the number of
critical specialty positions required, using Service-unique criteria. The critical specialty
rating is determined by dividing available personnel with critical skills by structured
strength for these same skills. Once a percentage is determined, the unit’s P-rating is
determined asfollows:

P-1 P-2 P-3 P-4

>=85% =75% >=65% <65%

Service Actions: The Army and the Air Force follow the instruction as written.
The Navy uses the prescribed percentages, but it measures availability of critical personnel
for each PRMAR rather than for the unit as a whole. The USMC does not distinguish
between critical and non-critical skills and does not use this portion of the instruction.

Critical Grade Fill P-Levd

CJCSI 3150.02 Requirement: The instruction gives each Service the option to use
this rating. Each Service opting to use this measure determines the number and grades
E-5 and above that are critical, using Service-unique criteria. The critical grade fill rating

12 see CJCSI 3150.02, Appendix N, for a complete discussion on al readiness ratings requirements and
methods of calculation.
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is determined by dividing available personnel with critical grades by the structured
strength for these same grades. Once a percentage is determined, the unit’s P-rating is
determined asfollows:

P-1 P-2 P-3 P-4

>=85% >=75% >=65% <65%

Service Actions: The Army follows the instruction, although nothing indicates
training or qualifications of these grades, only their availability. The Navy calculates
critical grade fill for each PRMAR. The Air Force and Marine Corps have opted not to
use this measurement.

Selecting the Overall Unit P-Level

CJCSI 3150.02 Requirement: The Army, Air Force, and USMC are required to select
the lowest P-level from the separate levels calculated (total personnd P-leve, critica
speciaty P-level, and the critical gradefill P-level) asthe overall unit P-level. The Navy’'s
computations are a bit more complex. Navy units determine personnel status for each
primary mission area as well as numbers of total officers and total enlisted personnel.
The categories “total officer” and “total enlisted” are considered PRMARS for the purpose
of calculating personne readiness. They then use the worst level if more than one primary
mission area is degraded. If only one primary mission area is degraded, the unit reports
one level better than the worst calculated, degraded primary mission area.

Service Actions: The Services follow the instruction.

Reserve Component P-L evel Rating

Available strength includes only those personne who are legally qualified for
deployment by virtue of having completed initial entry training. This is true for active
component units also, but it is particularly important for National Guard and Reserve
component units that very often have a significant number of assigned personne who have
not yet completed initial entry training.

Service Actions: Severa of the DOD’s six Reserve components reports the strength
of their units somewhat differently.




Air National Guard units report available strength for the P-Rating. Personnd are
not counted in SORTS until after they complete 12 weeks of active duty and receive basic
training or equivalent. The unavailable personnel are considered students or trainees.
Commanders may insert a remark stating the number of unqualified personnel assigned to
the unit.

Air Force Reserve units report available strength for the P-Rating. Personnel are not
counted in SORTS until after they complete basic training. The number of unavailable
personnel is tracked in the personned system, and the units are aware of their status. If the
unit has a C-3 or below rating due to a shortage of trained personnel, the commander may
insert aremark to that effect.

Naval Reserve unit reporting differs according to the kind of reserve unit.
Commissioned units that have a full set of equipment and operate as intact units report in
SORTS. Although the presence of non-deployable personnel is a “huge problem,” the
Navy has no policy on which strength is reported for the P-Rating. The decision as to
whether to include non-deployable personnel in the total strength reported in SORTS is the
“commander’s call.” Augmentation units that provide additional personnel to active units
upon mobilization submit feeder reports to the units to be augmented, which, in turn,
include the reserve data in their own SORTS reports. The Navy does not “capture
augmentee readiness in SORTS.”13

Marine Corps Reserve units report available strength for the P-Rating. Non-
deployable personnel are noted in aremark.

MEASURED RESOURCE AREA - EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES ON HAND

The equipment and supplies resource area provides for two measures. Combat-
Essential Equipment and Other End Item and Support Equipment. The definition of the
equipment items to be reported on in these two categories is left to the Services. Thereis
no separate measure established for supplies, but some supplies are included in the Other
End Item and Support Equipment Measure.

13 |nterview with CDR Keith Kowalski, OPNAV, 14 September 2000.
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Calculating a Combat-Essential Equipment S-Level

CJCSI 3150.02 Requirement: Each Service will identify the type of combat-
essential equipment for each unit and then compare the number possessed with the number
required. Once a percentage is derived, it is compared with the table below to determine S
level.

S-1 S-2 S-3 S-4

>90% >_80% >_ 65% <65%

Service Actions: The Army uses a unit’'s MTOE or TDA as the source document
to determine what equipment to report. Units will report on equipment with the readiness
code ERC A (principal weapons and equipment) and ERC P (pacing items), or for TDA
units without ERC codes, that equipment designated in AR 700-138, Appendix B. Units
then calculate the S-level in accordance with the CICSI.

The Navy calculates the availability of combat-essential equipment for each
PRMAR. Combat-essential equipment is defined to include aircraft, ordnance, aeria
missile targets, fixed undersea equipment, combatant craft, and certain vehicles, medical
units and aviation ordnance handling equipment.

An Air Force unit's DOC statement lists the mission-essential equipment and
supplies to be measured. Although the Air Force generally follows the instruction, there
are variations on what is tracked within units. For example, since Air Combat Command
(ACC) reports are based on aircraft squadron, and squadrons own engines (and other
major supply parts), engine deficiencies show up in squadron SORTS reports. In Air
Mobility Command (AMC), however, al strategic airlift engines are reported into SORTS
by “fleet” (by HQ AMC), rather than by individual unit. Unless this is understood, the
data can be mideading. The logic behind this variation in reporting parameters is based
on the anticipated employment of each unit. ACC squadrons generadly deploy as
packages, while AMC assets (particularly airlifters) deploy and travel the world singularly.
They must therefore have access to engines at a number of locations around the world.

USMC ground equipment is divided into mission-essential equipment (MEE) and
principal end items (PEl). These equate roughly to the Combat Essential Equipment and

Support Equipment categories in Joint GSORTS instruction. Readiness of each category
is calculated as Total Possessed divided by Wartime Requirement. The lower of the two
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calculations determines the overall unit S-level. Aviation units calculate readiness on the
basis of Total Aircraft Possessed divided by Wartime Requirement. All aircraft are
considered to be mission-essential equipment. Only aircraft are considered; no calculation
ismade for other equipment.

Calculating an Other End-Item and Support Equipment S-Level

CJCSI 3150.02 Requirement: Services are required to identify other end-item and
support equipment for each type of measured unit and to specify which source documents
to useto rate availability against the standard chart below.

S-1 S-2 S-3 S-4

> 90% >_80% >_65% <65%

Service Actions: The Army, Air Force, and the USMC follow this instruction.
The Navy is not specific with its listing of other end-item and support equipment, but
indicates they are platform specific and include consumables, fuel, repair parts, test
equipment, fleet issue loads, weapons support equipment, ground support equipment,
ancillary armament equipment, individual material readiness list (IMRL) items, special
vans, and packup supplies. All of these are required to be reported for each PRMAR.

Selecting a Unit S-Level

CJCSI 3150.02 Requirement: The overal S-level is determined by the lowest
rating from the combat essential equipment S-level and the other end-item and support
equipment S-level.

Service Actions. The Army uses only the S-level of combat essential equipment
(pacing items, etc.) to determine the overal S-level, even though they do calculate and
report nonessential equipment readiness. U.S. Navy units determine equipment and
supplies on hand status for each primary mission area assigned, and then reflect the worst-
calculated level if more than one mission area is degraded. If only one primary mission
area is degraded, the unit reports one level better than the worst calculated degraded
primary mission area. The Navy uses the prescribed percentages, except that aviation
units use 60%instead of 65%as the breakpoint between S-3 and S-4 when calculating
the availability of aircraft and aeria missile targets. The other Services follow the
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instruction as it was intended. It is significant that while the title of this measured
resource area includes “ Supplies,” the instruction fails to address what supplies to include
and how to rate them. The Services also omit supply status.14

MEASURED RESOURCE AREA - EQUIPMENT CONDITION

The equipment condition resource area provides two measures. Combat-Essential
Equipment, and Other End-Item and Support Equi pment.

Calculating a Combat-Essential Equipment R-L evel

CJCSI 3150.02 Requirement: With the exception of the Air Force, each Serviceis
required to determine the combat-essential equipment for each type of measured unit and
then compare the number of operationally ready and available systems with the number
assigned. U.S. Air Force units calculate the number based upon items possessed (vice
assigned).

R-1 R-2 R-3 R-4
Combat Essential > 90% > 70% > 60% <60%
Equipment
Aircraft > 75% > 60% > 50% <50%

Service Actions: The Army and the Navy follow the instruction as written, as does
the Air Force. However, because the instruction allows the Air Force (and only the Air
Force) to use the number of items possessed instead of assigned, it can generate a
misleading readiness leved if the unit is underequipped. The Marine Corps follows the
instruction, but some important equipment is not categorized as essential or support and is
not tracked (e.g., equipment other than aircraft in flying units).

14 The Navy does include fuel and ordnance in the calculation of an S-rating. In fact, ordnance tends to
dominate reporting by the Navy in this area.

C-13



Calculating an Other End-lItem and Support Equipment R-L evel

CJCSI 3150.02 Requirement: The Services identify the end-items and support
equipment for each type of measured unit, and then compare that to the number assigned.

R-1 R-2 R-3 R-4

> 90% > 70% > 60% <60%

Service Actions: Each Service follows this instruction, except that the Navy
instruction appears to confuse the reporting requirements for aviation units regarding
combat-essential equipment and major end items.

Selecting a Unit R-Level

CJCSI 3150.02 Requirement: The Army, Air Force, and Marines select the lowest
R-level from the combat essential equipment R-level and the other end-item and support

equipment R-level as the unit R-level. U.S. Navy units determine equipment and supplies
on hand status for each primary mission area assigned, and then reflect the worst-
calculated level if more than one mission area is degraded. If only one primary mission
area is degraded, the unit reports one level better than the worst calculated degraded
primary mission area.

Service Actions. All the Services generally follow the instruction as written.
However, as noted above, because the Air Force is only required to report against
equipment “possessed” instead of the number assigned, it is possible that misleading
results are generated. For example, the S-level for an aircraft unit authorized 18 aircraft
with 15 possessed is at 83%(S-2). If nine are mission ready, the unit can report 60%
(R-2), since the nine aircraft are measured against the number possessed. This then means
that the unit could report C-2 overall, although in actuality it has only half of its required
aircraft mission ready. (As partia relief for this problem, there is a new field in the
GSORTS database reflecting available mission ready equipment as a percentage of
equipment required.)

Navy reporting for aircraft squadrons follows the CJCSI methodology, but
reporting for ships and submarines is actually tied to the CASREP (Casualty Report)
system. Whenever a piece of shipboard equipment is degraded or out of commission, the
ship determines the impact on each PRMAR, using guidance provided by the Type
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Commander. Based on this determination, the ship or submarine assigns a C-rating to the
CASREP and corresponding R-rating to the various PRMARs. Thus, Navy equipment
condition reporting is based on the impact of specific equipment casualties, rather than on
the percentage of operationally ready equipment. In short, the Navy instruction follows
the CJCSI, but then adds a paragraph that supersedes everything else and makes CASREP
reporting the basis for R-leved reporting in SORTS. Any equipment casualty that
precludes a unit from meeting its assigned commitments requires the unit to report R-4
and C-4 overall 15

MEASURED RESOURCE AREA - TRAINING

The Training Resource Area provides the Services with three methods of
determining training readiness: Days of Training; Operationally Ready and Available
Crews, and Percentage of Mission Essential Tasks Trained to Standard.

Method 1 - Daysof Training

CJCSI 3150.02 Requirement: The unit commander assigns a training level based
on an estimate of the time needed to overcome training shortfalls so that the unit is fully
trained in its mission-essential tasks. In making the estimate the commander takes into
consideration a variety of factors, including the results of recent externa evaluations, the
personne available, equipment present for training, training resources available, and
similar inputs. The commander may also consider recent training conducted and the
availability and quality of training areas.

T-1 T-2 T-3 T-4

< 14 days 34 < 28 days 28 < 42 days >42 days

Service Actions. The Army uses days-to-train as an essential  assessment factor in
its T-level methodology. The Navy uses this method for “other reporting units’; surface,
subsurface, and aviation units use a different method. The Air Force does not measure
daystotrain. The Marine Corps usesit for noncrew served weapons units.

15 NwP1-03.3p5-28.

16 As of 7 September 2000, the Army has postponed indefinitely fully implementing the new training
metricsto provide for further study of their usefulness.
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Method 2 - Operationally Ready and Available Crews

CJCSI 3150.02 Requirement: Each Service determines the number of crews
assigned, using internal documents, and then compares that number with the number of
crews with operationally ready and available membersfor all of the positions.1”

T-1 T-2 T-3 T-4

> 85% > 70% > 55% <55%

Service Actions: The Army has elaborated on this method, developing categories
for Fully Manned and Qualified (FMQ) crews and Combat Capable Crews. This will be
reported in the commander’s comments section as general information; it is not included
in the determination of the unit’s overall T-rating.

The Air Force uses this method for aviation units, and the USMC follows this
instruction for both aircrews and ground crew-served weapons systems.

The Navy instruction requires aviation units to report based on the percentage of
aircrews that are combat ready and available measured against aircrews assigned. (NWP
1-03.3, p. 5-46) In fact, based on Type Commander Instructions, aviation sgquadrons
report based on the number of aircrews that are combat ready in each PRMAR measured
againgt the allowed number of aircrews. In other words, regardless of the number of
aircrews assigned to a squadron, there is a fixed number of aircrews that it must have,
based on its PAA (planned authorized aircraft), tobe T-1, T-2, and T-3 in each PRMAR.

Method 3 - Percentage of Mission-Essential Tasks Trained to Standard

CJCSl  3150.02 Reguirement: Each Service must determine what
mission-essential tasks for each assigned individual must be trained to standard, evaluate
the training status of their personnel, and then determine the percentage of tasks for which
those personnel are trained properly.

T-1 T-2 T-3 T-4

> 85% > 70% > 55% <55%

17" The Army has modified the equation, comparing operationally ready crews with “required” crews.
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Service Actions. The Army requires a commander to rate the unit’s proficiency in
each MET, and then weight and score those ratings to produce the unit’s overall T-METL
level.

The Navy uses this method for surface ships and submarines, though it does not
use the teerm METL. As with all other Navy readiness reporting, training readiness is
linked to PRMARSs. Surface ships are required to conduct training eventsin each PRMAR
at specified intervals. Their T-rating in each PRMAR reflects the percentage of training
events in which they have maintained currency. Submarines report a T-rating based on
the percentage of a small number of inspections they have successfully completed. The
list of inspections includes the subjective judgment of the squadron commander. While
aircraft squadrons report on the basis of “operationaly ready and available crews,”
calculations of crew readiness are based on mission-essential tasks trained to standard in
each PRMAR.

In the Air Force, the mgjority of ground units use this method. They derive their
training requirements from the unit DOC statement.

Marine Corps units generally consider the unit's Mission Performance Standards
and Mission-Essential Task List, but they do not use the data directly in determining
readiness levels of the unit.

Although the CJCSI implies “individual training” the Army, Navy, and Marine
Corps measure “collective’ training using this method.

Selecting a Unit T-Level

CJCSI 3150.02 Reguirement: Services will use one of the above methods to
caculate the overall T-levd.

Service Actions: The Army uses the lower (worst case) rating of either the METL
proficiency or days-to-train method as the overall T-level rating, with the evaluation of
unit METL proficiency the most important aspect of determining a unit’s training
readiness.

The Navy uses a combination of al three methods. Aviation units use a fixed
number of arcrews based on PAA, surface and subsurface units use percentage of
mission-essential tasks trained to standard, and “other units’ use the days-to-train
measurement. As with the other status areas, the reported T-level status reflects the level
of the worst calculated primary mission area if more than one mission area is degraded. If
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only one primary mission area is degraded, the unit reports one level better than the worst
calculated degraded primary mission area.

The Air Force calculates T-level based on unit type. Noncombat aviation, missile,
and space operations units primarily use the crew training standard. The mgority of the
ground units, as well as Combat Air Forces aviation units and reconnaissance UAV units,
use amodified form of METL proficiency.18

The Marine Corps uses days-to-train for noncrew-served ground units, the lower of
days-to-train and crew readiness for ground crew-served weapons units, and the
percentage of ready aircrews for aviation units.

OVERALL C-RATING AND THE COMMANDERS UPGRADE/DOWNGRADE

Generdly, for each Service, the overal rating reflects the lowest of the four
measured area ratings.1® In most circumstances, each Service gives the commander the
option of upgrading or downgrading the overall rating if, in the commander’s judgment,
the current rating does not accurately represent the unit’'s capabilities20 A commander
who exercises this option must provide clarifying remarks.2l The Navy does not alow its
commanders to subjectively upgrade. And a commander may not upgrade or downgrade
the objective rating of a measured area.2?

CJCSI 3401.02 defines the overall C-ratings as follows:

C-1. The unit possesses the required resources and is trained to undertake
the full wartime mission(s) for which it is organized or designed. The
resource and training area status will neither limit flexibility in methods for

18 The majority of Air Force units consider only the training of flight crew status when determining a
T-rating; they generaly do not track support (maintenance) personnel training for thisrating.

19 The Navy, in addition to considering the PSRT ratings, also factors in the individual M-ratings
(PRMAR); the lowest of these ratings determines the overall C-rating.

20 Army commanders subjectively determine a Mission Accomplishment Estimate (MAE)—a numerical
estimation of the percentage of wartime missions the commander judges the unit could accomplish if
alerted within 72 hours of the “as of” date of the report. Army Regulation 220-1 recommends that a
commander consider upgrading or downgrading if the MAE does not correspond to the overal C-level
objectively determined.

21 subjective upgrades and downgrades appear to occur generally on the margin. For example, over the
past 5 years, the percentage of Air Force commanders who subjectively modified the C-level was only
10%o0 12%of the total AF reports each month.

22 The Navy makes an exception to this by alowing commanders to subjectively downgrade the P-rating.
(NWP 1-03.3 p 5-15).
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mission accomplishment nor increase vulnerability of unit personnel and
equipment. The unit does not require any compensation for deficiencies.

C-2. The unit possesses the required resources and is trained to undertake
most of the wartime mission(s) for which it is organized or designed. The
resource and training area status may cause isolated decreases in flexibility
in methods for mission accomplishment, but will not increase vulnerability
of the unit under most envisioned operational scenarios. The unit would
require little, if any, compensation for deficiencies.

C-3. The unit possesses the required resources and is trained to undertake
many, but not all, portions of the wartime mission(s) for which it is
organized or designed. The resource or training area status will result in
significant decreases in flexibility for mission accomplishment and will
increase vulnerability of the unit under many, but not all, envisioned
operational scenarios. The unit would require significant compensation for
deficiencies.

C-4. The unit requires additional resources or training to undertake its
wartime mission(s), but it may be directed to undertake portions of its
wartime mission(s) with resources on hand.

C-5. The unit is undergoing a Service-directed resource action and is not
prepared, at this time, to undertake the wartime mission(s) for which it is
organized or designed.

ROLE OF THE CHAIN OF COMMAND

CIJCSM 3150.02 tasks the CINCs to “monitor GSORTS data for accuracy,
timeliness, and validity...and initiate corrective actions as required.”23 The Service Chiefs
task their staffs and commanders with the administrative responsibilities of establishing
the reporting system and monitoring reports for timeliness, quality, accuracy and format.
They also assign responsibilities to address issues highlighted in GSORT S reporting and to
take corrective actions as required. Higher commanders may add clarifying remarks or
additional information if they desire, either with the report itself or by separate
communication (depending on echelon), but they may not alter the report in any way.

23 CJCSM 3150.02, page A-12.
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PART Il: FINDINGS

During the course of our study we found a number of positive aspects of the
current GSORTS process. We found the process to be generaly useful for unit
commanders attempting to raise readiness status issues up the chain of command. We aso
found that GSORTS allows higher-level commanders to get visibility to lowest levels. We
found that the Joint Staff and the Services are instituting changes to improve the value of
GSORTS. These include new training, equipment and supply metrics, methods to
measure readiness against current deployed/employed SSC missions; metrics to provide
better visibility into the status of key combat crews, and introduction of improved
software for submitting and analyzing reports. Wherever we traveled, we found that the
people involved in reporting into the GSORTS database were conscientious and trying
their best to follow the written and implied guidance.

The focus of our effort was on the question of the value of GSORTS as a mgor
part of the DoD readiness reporting system and a major contributor to DoD efforts to
conform to the requirements of Title 10. Specifically, we sought to determine whether
GSORTS is objective, accurate, and timely, whether GSORTS is comprehensive, whether
the system is applied uniformly throughout the DoD, and whether sufficient resources are
provided to establish and maintain the system. In that context, we found a number of
shortfalls. Some of these shortfalls are a result of the manner in which higher-level
guidance is implemented, some follow from the manner in which unit-level readiness
reporting has evolved over time, and others can be attributed to problems with the
guidance itsdlf.
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SHORTFALLS*

1. GSORTSisnot comprehensive. Many elements of the DoD that are essential
to understanding DoD readiness are not included as measured unitsin
GSORTS.

Section 117 of Title 10, United States Code, instructs the Secretary of Defense to

“establish a comprehensive readiness reporting system for the Department of Defense.”
As stated earlier, CIJCS policy states that all combat, combat support, and combat service
support units, including Active, National Guard, or Reserve units, sourced to an operations
plan (OPLAN), contingency plan (CONPLAN), the Single Integrated Operations Plan
(SIOP) { see JOPES/JSCP}, or a Service war planning document are designated measured
units and must report in GSORTS. This leaves tremendous gaps in coverage of the
multitude of DoD units and organizations that are integral to DoD’s mission but “do not
deploy” (i.e., are not listed in plans).2> Among the most important of these entities are the
following:

24

25

e Higher headquarters, whether combat or administrative, joint or Service-
specific, are not included in the database, although they are essential to DoD’s
mission.

e Many large operational organizations, such as Army corps, most CS and CSS

brigades, Navy carriers together with their embarked air wings, Navy battle
groups, and most Air Force wings and groups.

e The Defense Agencies and Combat Support Agencies have many important
organizational entities, e.g., distribution depots, inventory control points,
financial centers, communications nodes, that do not report.

Severa of the systemwide shortfalls we discuss here were detailed in arecent report by a congressional
staffer: “Senate Budget Committee Staff Trip Report: 10" Mountain Division, Ready or Not?" 26
September 2000. The report’s primary conclusion summarizes our bottom line—that the current system
does not accurately portray the readiness of the Armed Forces. As stated in the report: “Beneath the
favorable overall readiness rating...the 10™ Mountain is today experiencing multiple, serious shortages
of people and materia resources, training deficiencies, and other impediments to readiness...” (p. 3).

This does not necessarily mean the DoD has no information on the readiness of many of these
organizations or entities. There are other forums for reporting readiness formally (such as the Joint
Monthly Readiness Review, Monthly and Quarterly Readiness Reports to Congress, and the Combat
Support Agency Readiness Team reports) and informally (normal command or functional channels).
Our point is that many organizations are absent from the readiness database. Also, some units report
data into the database but do not formally report their readiness level. According to CJCSM 3150.02,
Enclosure O, registered units that are not “measured” (i.e., have no tasking in plans) but that have
“major equipment” report the status of that equipment and associated personnel into the database but do
not assign a C-rating. Categories of equipment types are listed in the CJICSM.

C-21



e Joint units such as the Joint Intelligence Centers (JICs), which provide
deployed support to JTFs and other joint headquarters, do not submit SORTS
reports.

e |nstalations such as bases, air and seaports, and training establishments (such
as the Army’s National Training Center) required to train or deploy forces or
to operate as power projection platforms do not report; neither do Service
repair depots.26

e  Training units with significant assets and potential combat capability.2?

N

Reports are not uniform across the Services, reporting criteria are not
standardized. GSORTSguidanceisnot clear and concise. Guidance and
reporting requirements exist in numerous forms and forums.

Section 117 specifies: “In establishing the readiness reporting system, the
Secretary shall ensure—(1) that the readiness reporting system is applied uniformly
throughout the Department of Defense” Our research revealed significant differences
both among and within the Services in the way personnel, equipment, equipment condition
and training ratings are determined. This means that the same numerical rating can mean
quite different things from one unit to another.

This lack of uniformity arises because the Chairman’s guidance documents allow
the Services great flexibility in reporting their status. Since the Services are alowed to
report in many different ways, it is difficult to develop accurate, cross-Service views of
elther status or readiness at the DoD levd.

26 The recent (spring 2000) situation at Fort Campbell, KY is an example of the potential discontent
between the readiness of the installation and their ability to support GSORTS reporting units. There,
the Multi-purpose Range Complex (MPRC) was closed because of unexploded ordinance in the training
area. Thisis not a measured resource areain GSORTS, but it could have a direct impact on reporting
units.

27 For example, in Air Combat Command, readiness in terms of C-level is not reported by 5 of 33 active-
duty fighter squadrons and 1 of its 11 bomber squadrons. None of Air Education Training Command’'s
units measure their readiness (this includes: 6 of 11 F-16 squadrons, both KC-135 air refueling
squadrons; and al five airlift squadrons (1xC-5; 1xC-17; 1xC-141; 2xC-130). Nor do many Air
National Guard units measure readiness, including the 162 FW, 149 FW & 114 FS (F-16), and 189 AW
(C-130). Almost 300 (Active and Reserve component) of the roughly 1,300 F-16 aircraft possessed by
the USAF are not “measured” in GSORTS; their owning units do not report C-status. We acknowledge
the primary reason why these units do not report—they are generally training units—but offer that there
is additional combat capability in the USAF (should it become necessary to call upon that capability).

C-22



3. Although the CJCS callsfor areport on the status of “ equipment and
supplies on hand,” thereisno provision for unitsto report the status of
supplies on hand.

GSORTS does not require the systematic report of the status of accompanying
supplies for deploying troops; it only requires a report on the status of weapons systems,
major support equipment, and other end-items.28 While some of the Services do report on
the status of some accompanying supplies in their individual SORTS reporting systems,
there is no uniform system for reporting supply readiness across the Services, and none of
the Services report all of the supplies they would need for initial operations and to sustain
that operation. Other types of equipment and supplies needed for initial and follow-up
sustainment (e.g., war reserve materiel, peacetime operating stocks, prepositioned weapons
systems, and support equipment and unit-held accompanying supplies) are generally not
included in Service SORTS reports.

4. GSORTSisof limited utility to the supported CINCs or the supporting CINCs.

Only Joint Forces Command and European Command appear to make regular use
of GSORTS — JFC as a screening device, EUCOM for tracking readiness of units
permanently stationed in Europe. The staffs at CENTCOM, PACOM, and Combined
Forces Command in Koreatold us that they do not refer to GSORTS reports from CONUS
units because they have no way to influence unit status and because they expect the
Services to fix existing readiness problems before the units arrive in the theater.
TRANSCOM dsaffers told us that they do not use GSORTS because they base their
readiness assessments on the design capabilities of the air and sealift forces, rather than on
actual readiness status. Another reason GSORTS s of limited value to the CINCsisthat it
does not provide information on the tasks a unit is capable of performing, beyond the basic
tasks “for which it is organized or designed.” Unless the user of the readiness report is
intimately familiar with the unit type, it is extremely difficult to answer the question,
Ready for what? Except for navy ships, even the most knowledgeable planner cannot tell
what missions a “less than C-1" unit is capable of performing. Additionally, since units
measure against their “wartime’ tasks, there is little information of value (unless one

28 CJCSI 3401.02, Encl. C, Para. 2 (b).
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makes inferences, which may or may not be valid) for assessing the readiness
of aunit to participate in a small-scale contingency or other, nontraditional missions.29

5. GSORTS C-ratings do not provide the amount of information that DoD
planners need.

When a unit is rated at less than C-1, the planner only knows that there are some
“wartime missions for which it is organized or designed” that it is incapable of
performing.30 A unit that may not be able to execute a portion of its combat missions may
be fully capable of executing the rest of its missions to standard. Planners who know that
can task the unit accordingly. GSORTS does not provide planners information on
readiness or status with regard to tasks that units may be called upon to perform even
though they are not tasks for which the unit has been organized or designed. Planners
must directly contact the unit in order to determine what range of tasksit can execute, and
at what level of capability. Planners also cannot rely on the GSORTS rating to determine
the ability of aunit to meet its deployment timeline.

Units assigned a new mission (generally temporary in nature, such as an Army unit
preparing for a peacekeeping mission) do not report their readiness to conduct the
new mission until they are actually conducting it. Neither senior commanders nor
resource managers have direct visbility into the changing status, or potential stumbling
blocks, as the unit prepares for its mission.

6. Some reporting isinaccurate.

Discussions with members in al Services reveal concerns about misleading
reports, about pressures on commanders to “alter” ther reports, and about the impact of

29 The deployment of Task Force Hawk (the Apache helicopters and support package) to Albania in the
opening days of the war in Kosovo is an example of that type of SSC force. GEN Meigs, Commanding
Genera of U.S. Army Europe, described that deployment as “totally unprecedented” in the July 2000
edition of Aerospace World News. The CINC had identified a requirement, but there was no standing
organization that could provide the kind of capability he needed. Meigs was forced to build an ad hoc
task force and deploy it as rapidly as possible. GSORTS does not provide the kind of task-oriented
information a planner needs to build a task force of the kind. This problem would be especialy acute
for ajoint task force.

30 Reasons for the shortfall are submitted along with the report, but the planner still has to infer what
mission task(s) are affected. Except for the Navy, where a particular PRMAR’s M-rating is reported, it
is difficult to readily determine the impact a particular shortfall has on the capabilities of the reporting
unit. Planners we interviewed said this issue is surmountable—it simply requires making myriad
telephone calls direct to units to ascertain actual status and available capabilities. The fact that thisis
done as extensively as it is indicates a basic problem with GSORTS, ultimately calling into question
whether the time and money dedicated to GSORTS is even worthwhile.

C-24



those concerns on junior officers.3l Some GSORTS reports are deflated in attempts to
indicate resource needs; other reports are inflated. Some commanders view GSORTS as a
“report card” on their ability to lead, manage, and train, or fear that a report of low
readiness will prevent them from being selected for the next operation. 32 Others know the
fix they need is unlikely to be forthcoming and therefore believe it useless to report the
problem.33 We gathered anecdotal evidence that the problem is not as serious as it perhaps
once was; nevertheless, it remains a cause for concern, if for no other reason than that
there is no way to tell accurate reports from inaccurate reports. The knowledge that some
reports are inaccurate reduces confidence in GSORTS overall.

7. GSORTSasa " snapshot” in time precludes maintaining an accurate picture
of current posture and is of little value in forecasting status.

GSORTS renders a static status of resources that exist in a complex, dynamic
environment. The data is dated as soon as it is entered into the system. With the
exception of the Navy, higher echelon commanders or planners cannot look at a GSORTS
report and know what the unit’s status is “today.” Add to that the fact that, because the
data collection is extremely difficult and time-consuming, many units put early internal
suspense dates on reportable data and “cut-off” dates well before the official reporting
deadlines to ensure that the report is properly formatted administratively. In many cases,
each echelon requires at least 1-day lead-time on data collection before it sends it up the
chain of command. This means that the data is often a week old or older beforeit gets to
Service Headquarters.

Furthermore, since a GSORTS report is only a snapshot of unit status, it provides
limited insights regarding future readiness. For instance, the readiness effect of employing
forces to fight forest fires cannot be quantified until after they’ve been committed and

31 Such pressures on Army commanders are a serious morale factor and a continuing problem, as pointed
out in two Army War College surveys taken over 20 years apart (1976 and 1999) and in a set of survey
responses from Army Command and General Staff College students that recently circulated on the
Internet.

32 |n the December 1999 edition of Armed Forces Journal International, MG David L. Grange, former
commander of the First Infantry Division, summarized this concern by saying, “One clear shortcoming
of the Army's current readiness system is evident in the Service's cultural bias against reporting anything
below a C-2 rating, a mark that indicates a unit has both the resources and training to perform its
wartime mission. The inclination to report back no lower than C-2 often overrides the redities of
operationa deployments and resource challenges that units face.”

33 For example, the CO of one Navy ship indicated he did not make an effort to reflect personnel shortfalls
during the inter-deployment training cycle (IDTC) because he knew he wouldn’t obtain relief in the
short term, although he was confident he would be manned appropriately prior to deployment.
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then reported; therefore, the Services are forced to react to readiness concerns, as opposed
to being proactive in the way they program resources.

8. GSORTS personnel and training indicators often mask underlying problems.

The absence of measurement criteria reflecting turbulence means that personnel
reporting can be inaccurate. For example, it is possible for an Army division to be rated
ready, even though “in the latest year, Division turnover totaled 85.3%or the 12 months
listed; in the previous year it was 98.59% 34 Additionally, the fact that “deployable”
personnel may have just returned from a deployment and thus might be administratively
“nondeployable’ (to alow them time to recover) is not reflected in the report. The lack of
a turbulence indicator means that, at least theoretically, a fully trained unit can replace
100%of its personnel overnight and still be considered fully ready. The only way the
system provides to indicate the impact of turbulence isin the commander’s comments.

Instead of using published Service regulations as the means to determine
gualification, some Services still use local training requirements and commanders
judgment to determine qualification. Clearly this produces an uneven measure of
readiness across like skill-sets or organizations.

We found several examples of disconnects concerning crew and unit qualification.
For example, the new training standard for Army infantry squad qualification does not
include any collective training (i.e., battle drill certification), and commanders may count
infantry soldiers filling in noninfantry positions towards the number of squads on hand.35
Infantrymen serving on postwide details, as supply sergeants or truck drivers in the
support platoon, or within the staff sections of the battalion headquarters, may be
combined together under a random “qualified squad leader” to count as a “squad.”

34 Senate Budget Committee Staff Trip Report: 10" Mountain Division, p. 9.

35 Although the Army has established certain crew qualification standards under the new training metric,
currently scheduled for possible implementation in 2001, it will still alow local commanders to
determine Squad Leader qudlifications. That individua's quaification, combined with minimum
manning requirements, determines the squad’'s qudlification. The new metric does not specify a
collective task-training requirement to determine a qualified sguad, but other Army regulations do.
Department of the Army Pamphlet 350-38 contains specific guidance on how to determine squad
qudification: “All Infantry squads, aone or as part of alarger unit, will have successfully participated
in adismounted LFX to standard (ARTEP 7-8-MTP/7-73MTP FM 23-1) within the past six months.”
While this is the Army standard to determine a squad’s training qualification, it is not the standard the
Army proposes to use for determining squad readiness.
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Although this makes a unit seem more “combat capable,” it hides the deeper manning
problems of multiple personnel taskings, poor collective training opportunities, and low-
density MOS shortages.36

Similarly, crew and unit stability is often not considered. It is useless to measure
gualification without considering the effect that such turbulence has upon the unit. If a
crew qualifies, but later is largely disbanded due to promotions or transfers, clearly its
personnel ought not to be counted as qualified any longer. Yet some Services do not
adequately consider this factor in determining crew qualification.37

9. Purpose and process are not well understood.

A genera impression from our conversations with many military and civilian
personnel is that many of the people involved in preparing, processing, and evaluating the
unit readiness reports do not understand the purpose of the reports and do not know the
details of how the reports are supposed to be filled out. Many field-grade officers and
civilians responsible for receiving the reports and aggregating them appear to be going
through the motions without really understanding the purpose or content of the GSORTS
reports. There appear to be two major causes of this problem. First, military personnel are
rotated so frequently that they never become fully trained on the intricacies of reporting or
develop a corporate memory. Second, the lack of feedback leads people to conclude their
reporting efforts are ignored.

10. GSORTSreporting is a laborious, cumbersome process that overburdens
reporting units.

The resounding theme throughout our interviews was that GSORTS reporting is a
complex process that requires enormous administrative effort on the part of the reporting

36 “The missing people are not AWOL; they are on a plethora of temporary (in some cases semi-
permanent) assignments elsewhere. Some were working on base operations: as lifeguards at the post
pool, handing out towels at the gym, driving buses to deliver some of the over 800 personnel who live
in off-base family housing, or maintaining training ranges. About 92-95 uniformed personnel were
reassigned from their units on one day of the visit and performing base operations activities described
here, but they were still carried on their units rosters and missing training...While the borrowed
military personnel were performing tasks that contributed to the quality of life for personnel in the
Division, they were also not receiving training for their combat missions, and they were not integrating
with the units they would face the stress of combat with.” Senate Budget Committee Staff Trip Report:
10™ Mountain Division, p. 6.

37 In the Navy, there are requirements to report a reduced training level of crews such as those employed
in Naval gunfire support and Tomahawk employment if there is personnel turnover without retraining.
However, the requirements are not contained in a single document, so there is a question as to the
degree of compliance, simply because of the complexity of the system.
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units. Severa dstaffs have personnd dedicated to full-time GSORTS preparation or
personnel who are consumed by GSORTS for 2 weeks or more per month as they surge to
completethereport. Thisis often in addition to their normal duties.

Much of the data required by GSORTS is aready reported through other systems.
For example, GSORTS personnel reporting duplicates what is already gathered by the
Army’s automated personnel accounting system (SIDPERS-3). Similarly, the Army’s
Unit Level Logistics System (ULLS) is the repository for exactly the same type of
information on equipment on hand and serviceability, and it contains far more current
data. Nevertheless, ULLS does not feed into the Army GSORTS reporting system
directly.

The technology of reporting GSORTS is a limiting factor. The Army’s software
platform, PC/ASORTS, is obsolete and unstable; it crashes frequently at the installation
level during unit submission. Thisistime-consuming. It is DOS-based and the operators
have a hard time navigating through it. One personnel expert commented that it takes
2 months to be fully trained on PC/ASORTS.

The Marine Corps has implemented an automated system called the “Global On-
line Marine Edit and Reporting System” (GOMERS), which feeds data into the central
GSORTS database, and efforts are underway to feed data automatically into GOMERS
from the basic systems used to track personne and equipment, for example the Marine
Integrated Maintenance Management System (MIMMS). Until such automated interfaces
are created, however, the process of “hand-jamming” data from the basic reporting
systems into GOMERS, and GSORTS reporting overal, is likely to remain a laborious,
manpower-intensive process. It is so time-consuming, in fact, that many unit commanders
argue that it is actually counterproductive to readiness—the man-hours spent on the
mechanics of reporting would be far better spent doing things that contribute directly to
readiness, such astraining and fixing equipment.

The Navy has an automated personnel information system, LOOMIS, and an
automated aircraft material reporting system, NALCOMIS, but neither is tied to
SORTS.38

38 The Navy does have a very useful automated system called the “Type Commander Readiness
Management System” (TRMYS) that facilitates SORTS reporting. It has a personnel component (not
tied to LOOMIS) that makes the necessary calculations to allow inputting personnel readiness directly
to SORTS and a training component that allows transferring training and readiness matrix information
for surface ships directly into the training section of SORTS. It will aso interface CASREP data to the
SORTS module.
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11. GSORTSreporting on Reserve component units does not provide active duty
commanders and planners the data they require.

The major Reserve component (RC) challenge is with the assessment of training
readiness.3® Reserve units train only 39 or 40 days a year, compared with active-duty
units that have the potential of training for 240 days or more annually. This means that
Guard and Reserve units ordinarily require additional training after mobilization before
they can meet standards for deployment. There is a wide variation in the time needed for
postmobilization training. Many support units and most aviation units are able to reach
active component standards within a few days after entry on duty. Large organizations
may take weeks or months to be fully trained. The length of time a Guard or Reserve unit
needs to be ready to deploy depends on the state of training when mobilized, the additional
training events needed to meet active component standards, and the availability of training
facilities, training support personnel, and consumables, such as training ammunition. This
information is not available in GSORTS.

39 Army Regulation 220-1, Unit Status Reporting, 1 September 1997, currently requires commanders of
RC units to report the training level of their units based on their war-fight requirements in accordance
with the CJCSI/SICSM and also to report a second premobilization training level that is measured
against the premobilization level of training focus determined by the MACOM, such as platoon level.
This premobilization training level is an RC-unique reporting requirement that was added by the Army
in order to portray the training accomplished by Army RC units in light of the resources provided to
them. However, effective application has been hampered by widespread confusion and
misunderstandings.
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PART I1l: RECOMMENDATIONS

PRINCIPLES FOR IMPROVING GSORTS

We used these guiding principles in proposing a change to the current process for
measuring and reporting unit-level readiness.

1.

Satisfy the congressional requirements for a comprehensive and uniform
readiness reporting system.

Use good current Service practices and concepts as a basis for
recommendations whenever possible.

Conduct readiness reporting as a command responsibility at every levd of
command. Commanders at all levels should be responsible for reporting both
the status of the resources entrusted to them and the capability of their units or
organizations to accomplish their mission(s).

Structure the database so as to enable higher-level commanders the means to
make accurate reports about the readiness of their larger organizations that are
made up of multiple GSORT S-reporting units and organizations.

“Do no harm.” We not only considered the purpose for gathering “readiness’
data, who needs the data, and what they need, but also discussed the
“collection process’ itself: What factors make up readiness and therefore
should be measured and reported? What burdens can and should be placed on
commanders? What burdens can be removed?

A PARALLEL STUDY

The Army War College recently completed an in-depth look at the Army’s
readiness reporting requirements and processes. Interestingly, many of their findings,
while independently developed, track quite closely with our findings reported here.
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Hereisalist of the major recommendations from that War College Study:40

1.

Develop mission-focused reporting requirements for the functional forces that
reflect readiness to perform METL.

Deveop reporting requirements for all functional forces.

Develop requirements for Brigade Combat Teams, Divisions, and Corps and
consider reporting requirements at the Army Service Component Command
level.

Develop and implement a predictive readiness assessment tool.

Implement DCSOPS objective training metrics to reduce subjectivity in
training readiness.

Develop a Web-based system that can be accessed by commanders at al levels.
Include existing reporting systems (ULLS, SIDPERS, etc.) Automate METL
assessment for inclusion.

GOALSOF A READINESS DATABASE

GSORTS as currently configured contains two types of information on measured
units: (1) the status of various inputs (unit personnel, equipment, equipment readiness, and
training) and (2) an assessment of the unit’s readiness to undertake the missions for which
it is organized and designed—its C-rating.41

Based on our review of Title 10 and the National Security Strategy, National
Military Strategy, and Defense Planning Guidance, we concluded that a readiness
database, which we term (for working purposes) Expanded GSORTS (E-GSORTYS),

40 U.S. Army War College Study Readiness Committee Final Report, 2000, p. iii.

41 On the one hand, the categories of personnel, equipment, equipment condition, and training are inputs
that directly affect a unit’'s ability to do its mission. In most cases, the PSRT ratings are based on
quantifiable metrics that show the status of these inputs. On the other hand, the C-rating is designed to
reflect the readiness (capability) of a unit to do its mission(s)/task(s) (unit output). By its nature, this
rating is not directly measurable. To do that, i.e., directly measure a unit’'s readiness to provide a
capability (its output), requires an operational context, either actual employment or, for example, an
Operational Readiness Inspection (ORI), a JTFEX, or arotation at the National Training Center. Since
these tend to be few and far between, GSORTS is based on the assumption that some “aggregation” of
the inputs, along with a subjective assessment by the unit commander, provides a sufficient surrogate
mesasure of a unit’s potential output—its readiness.
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should be designed to meet five goals, each tied to a particular “user.” Built correctly, the
database can satisfy all five of these goals. Thefive primary goals are:

1.

Provide a tool for commanders at all levels to report the status of the units or
organizations for which they are responsible.

Provide crisis planners a central registry of accurate and current information on
the readiness of units to provide required capabilities. This “shopping list”
would help crisis planners to easily and quickly source unitsto meet a CINC or
JTF commander’ s immediate contingency operation requirements.42

Provide Service decison makers and commanders at all levels information
upon which to base resource allocation decisions more efficiently and
effectively, both near and long term.

Provide information for higher-level commanders that will allow them to
assess the readiness of the organization or “system” for which they are
responsible.43

Provide deliberate and crisis planners information necessary to construct plans.
Among other things, deliberate and crisis planners need to know the
approximate time required for a unit currently at a degraded readiness level to
achieve a higher required level, so that such units can be integrated into an
operation at the appropriate time.44

If one accepts the five goals outlined above, then determining what should be
reported into the database is fairly straightforward. The database needs to contain
information on each reporting entity’s readiness to do its mission(s)/task(s) (its output), as
wdll as, information on the status of those inputs each entity requires to accomplish its
mission(s)/task(s).

42 According to a crisis action planner a8 TRANSCOM, sourcing of units for a contingency is the “long-
pole’ in the tent for crisis TPFDD development; the system lacks the ability to quickly source a
contingency with ready units. We applaud the ongoing collaborative efforts of USTC and JFC to
develop a “72-hr TPFDD” process, and aso a “Forces Catalog” to help decision makers quickly
determine ready units to source a contingency.

43 This information is vitally important as commanders make their assessments during the IMRR process
as described in Appendix D.

44 For example, a planner wishing to employ a Reserve component unit that, by design, maintains a low
peacetime readiness status needs to know if appropriate readiness can be achieved by a certain time
period after mobilization. Without this knowledge, the planner has no idea of when to integrate the unit
into the TPFDD and the operation itself.
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Both sets of information are required because of the several users of the database.
Crisis planners are less interested in the status of the inputs; their primary concern isin the
readiness assessment, i.e., which units are ready now to execute their mission(s) and how
long will it take other, less ready units to be ready to execute their misson? The crisis
planner will use this information to decide which units can be sourced to the current
contingency. Similarly, higher-level commanders who have systemic responsibilities (for
example, CINCTRANSCOM for the Defense Transportation System or a battle group
commander overseeing the battle group’ s antisubmarine warfare (ASW) system), focus on
the readiness of their respective system’'s component parts; the status of these parts is of
lesser concern.

Resource managers, on the other hand, are more focused on the input status, i.e.,
Where should additional dollars be spent to make a unit (or a system) more capable of
accomplishing its mission?

Deliberate planners, arguably, are concerned neither with status of inputs nor with
current output. They need to know the planned or projected readiness of units (i.e., how
long it would take units deiberately maintained at reduced readiness to achieve the
necessary readiness level) so that the “plan” employs these units in an appropriate
timeframe.

To be of maximum utility to al users, the E-GSORTS database must have certain
characteristics. It must be accurate and current; misleading or out-of-date information is
of no value to crisis planners or resource managers. Second, it must be comprehensive in
its coverage; without information on al the units and organizations that make up a
“system,” higher-level commanders cannot evaluate the ability of their “systems’ to
accomplish a mission.#> The database must allow reporting entities to predict future
readiness, both for deliberate planners and for those making resource allocation decisions.
The ability to forecast readiness also allows decision-makers to be proactive instead of
reactive; many readiness “deficiencies’ can be alleviated if advance notice of an
impending degradation is available. Fourth, the database, or rather, the rules for gathering,
measuring, and reporting data, must be uniform across the Department, both for ease of
input, and more importantly, for ease of interpretation, especially by joint commanders
and the Secretary of Defense Finaly, information reported into the

45 see Appendix D for adiscussion of the systems approach to readiness reporting.
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database must reflect a unit’ s/organization’s mission(s) or task(s); information must reflect
the answer to the question “Ready for what?’ (This last characteristic is explained in
greater detail later in this paper.)

Now that we ve identified the purpose of an E-GSORTS database and, at least in a
general sense, what information it should contain, we can turn to the question, WWho should
submit reports on * status of inputs’ and * readiness to provide an output’ ?

WHO SHOULD SUBMIT REPORTS?

Current policy guidance requires only those units “apportioned to or deployed in
support of an operations plan, a CONPLAN, the SIOP, or a Service war planning
document” to report in GSORTS.46 As outlined in Part 11, this policy leaves large gapsin
coverage of the units, organizations, and entities essential to the Defense Department’s
ability to accomplish the missions/tasks derived from the National Security Strategy
(NSS). Clearly, mission success is a function of more than those parts of DoD that
“deploy.” Mission success is dependent on units at home station that support deployment;
units that prepare (or train) the deployers, organizations that sustain the deployers;
organizations that command and control the deployers—ultimately, on organizations
responsible for the organizing, training and equipping of everyone4’ Therefore, we
recommend that, in order to fulfill al five purposes described earlier, and meet the
congressional requirement for “comprehensiveness,” the database should be expanded to
include all units and organizations that contribute to DoD’ s capability to execute the NSS.

46 CJCSI 3401.02, Encl B, Para2.b. (1).

47 We discovered a clear example of just how important installation garrisons are in preparing, moving,
and SUEpOI’ti ng the deployment and combat operations of military forces by studying the deployment of
the 10" Mountain Division to Haiti. The 10" Mountain Division could not have prepared, trained, and
moved to the ports without extensive support from the Fort Drum Garrison. Even after the division was
in Haiti, Fort Drum continued to provide essential support for the troops in Haiti and for their families
at Fort Drum. Certainly, the division could not supply itself, train itself, or move itself with only its own
organic resources. See John Brinkerhoff, Readiness Implications of Selected Aspects of Operation
Uphold Democracy in Haiti, IDA Document D-2459, Institute for Defense Analyses, June 2000, Draft
Final.
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A comprehensive E-GSORTS must include al entities implied above4® We
recommend E-GSORT S contain reports on status and readiness of the following entities:

Battalions, ships, and squadrons (At the lowest command level (tactical), we
accept the current convention of including these entities along with other
entities such as detachments, flights, certain aircraft fleets, strategic airlift
wings, air expeditionary wings, separate companies, etc., when appropriate.
These are the basic building blocks of al “systems’.)

The headquarters a al higher command echedons (intermediate
organizations), from brigades to divisions to corps, from groups to wings to
numbered air forces, from battle groups to fleets, from regiments and MEBs
to MEFs, and including the component commands of the unified commands.
Headquarters with a responsibility to act as a JTF headquarters should report
JTF readiness.

Intermediate organizations, e.g., divisions, battle groups, wings, MEFs, report
asasingle entity

Unified command (CINC) headquarters

Any existing Joint Task Force (JTF) headquarters

The Joint Staff, Service staffs, Departmental Headquarters, and the Office of
the Secretary of Defense

Defense agency entities such as nodes in the defense communications system
and DFAS, not only combat support agencies

Training establishments—both ingtitutional and collective.  This would
include both “peacetime’ training centers and those important to preparing
units for deployment, such as the Army combat training centers and the Naval
Strike and Air Warfare Center

Installations and bases/ports that serve as power projection platforms and
ports of embarkation/debarkation (including foreign ports and other nodes in
the transportation system)49

Joint organizations such as Joint Intelligence Centers

48 Expansion of the database as we propose would also eiminate the need for DoD to submit separate
reports on the Ingtitutional Training Readiness System (ITRS), the Installations Readiness System
(IRS), or the CJCS Report on CSA readiness.

49 |n aDecember 1999 article in Armed Forces Journal International, MG David L. Grange, USA, writes:
“Readiness in operational units must be tied to installation readiness, since fecilities are essential to
units' training, deploying, and sustaining operations and soldier family well-being.”
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e Critical components of the logistic support infrastructure, such as the Service
mai ntenance depots, inventory control points (ICP), the Defense Distribution
System, and civilian industrial activities that have important readiness roles™®

e Entities responsible for prepositioned weapons systems and support
equipment should report (For example, the readiness of Army prepositioned
sets and operational projects, Navy Advanced Logistic Support Sites, Air
Force Bare Base (Harvest Falcon and Harvest Eagle), land-based and afloat
inventories of munitions and other prepositioned support equipment and
supplies, and Marine Corps units in the Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF)
should be included in the database.)

e Essential components of the Defense medical system to include non-DoD
hospitals

Providing an exhaustive list is beyond the scope of this paper. Suffice to say, all

entities that can be identified as having a role in efforts to accomplish DoD missions
should report both status and readiness.®1 DoD should consider the required frequency of
these reports.  Although each report is important to an overall understanding of DoD
readiness, it may be that many entities need not report on a monthly basis or report
changesin their status on adaily basis.

In addition to the obvious expansion in breadth of coverage, E-GSORTS would
differ in another aspect from the current database in the manner in which higher-level
organizations report. Currently, a few of these organizations report into GSORTS, most
notably Army divisions, and Marine Corps MEFs. However, these reports are some form
of composite of their respective subordinate units—either an average of the reports of
subordinate units or the commander’s subjective estimate. We recommend that in
E-GSORTS, higher-level organizations (below the component command level) that have a
defined, wartime operational mission and a relatively fixed structure would submit two
separate reports.  One report would be the readiness of the headquartersitself. The other

S0 Civilian industry is responsible for approximately 50%of depot maintenance work and also provides
extensive logistic support services and supplies.

51 One might assume from this discussion that we propose E-GSORTS to include all DoD entities.
Although it would perhaps make for simpler rules, inclusion of some entities (such as ROTC
detachments, test & evaluation and R& D organizations, and recruiting units) has no obvious readiness-
related value added. Nevertheless, it should be readily apparent that E-GSORTS would be a much
broader and more comprehensive database than it currently is.

C-36



report would reflect the readiness of the total command as a single entity.>2 For example,
an Army division would submit one report on the status and readiness of the division
headquarters staff and a second report on the readiness of the divison as a whole. This
second report would allow both commanders and planners to see the collective readiness
of the division without having to infer it from over 30 individual subordinate reports.

The recently ingtituted Air Force AEF (air expeditionary force) concept presents
another reporting challenge. Traditionally, the Air Force manages its organizations above
the unit (squadron) leve differently from the other Services. In general, peacetime wings
and numbered air forces (NAFs) do not have operational missions; the Air Force draws
pieces of units from across the force to construct “provisiona” units when the need for
contingency employment arises. Despite the fact that the Air Force war mobilization plan
contains a specific plan for how the Air Force would organize itself in the context of an
OPLAN, the Air Force has not reported the readiness of these larger provisional
organizations. Institution of the AEF concept provides an opportunity to report the
readiness of larger organizations. Although the AEF is an administrative rather than a
command grouping, we fed it is important for CINCs and other high-level decision
makers to understand the status and readiness of an AEW or AEF, at least just prior to and
during the time period it is “in the box” and is subject to being committed to support a
combatant CINC. We bdlieve the Air Staff, the ACC commander, or the commander of
the “lead wing” of each AEF should be able to consolidate the individual reports of each
of the units assigned to the particular AEF and provide a report as to the overall readiness
of that AEF to conduct the full range of missions and tasks associated with its CINC
support responsibilities®3 Indeed, the Air Force may decide to train the disparate,
unrelated AEF units and subunits (and AEF supporting units) in some of their most likely
collective tasksin order to ensure they are ready if called upon.

WHAT SHOULD BE REPORTED?

Perhaps the main component of the proposed system is the direct and formalized
definition of what should be reported—the answer to the basic question, Ready for what?
Today’'s GSORTS does this by implication: The CICSI describes GSORTS as providing

52 Service component commanders and CINCs would submit into E-GSORTS only a report regarding
their headquarters/staff. Readiness reports concerning the composite capability of these commanders to
fulfill their assigned missions would be made during the revised JIMRR process as described in
Appendix D.

53 Gen John Jumper, ACC Commander, told us that he is in the process of instituting such procedures
already. Hefeelsthat it isincumbent on him to “certify” the readiness of each AEF to CINCJFC.
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information on a unit’s readiness. There is an inherent conflict in the definition of unit
readiness and the way readiness is reported. Unit readiness is defined as “the ability to
provide capabilities required by the combatant commanders to execute their assigned
missions...derived from the ability of each unit to dedliver the outputs for which it was
designed.”>* Currently, the readiness reporting system does not measure readiness in these
terms. What it does is ssimply compare the current status of the measured factors against
the way the unit was designed by the Service. It does not trandate those measurements
into an “ability to provide capabilities’ that the CINCS require. In thisway, it is Service
oriented, not CINC oriented. Reconciling this conflict provides the basis for our
recommendations.

The Services do try to meet the instruction’s intent by assessing readiness against a
Mission-Essential Task List (METL) and/or Mission Performance Standards (MPS)
(Army and Marine Corps); against the missions outlined in Designed Operational
Capability (DOC) statements (Air Force); and in terms of primary mission areas
(PRMARS) (Navy).

We do not propose to ater the basic principle of reporting against tasks, but we
suggest that reporting units report their status against both CINC-defined requirements and
Service-developed designs.

All units and organizations in the Department of Defense have missions or alist of
tasks they are organized or designed to be capable of accomplishing. Each Service has a
different name for thislist of unit tasks. Currently, only Navy ships report their readiness
againgt this list. All other reporting units assess their readiness against some other set of
missions/tasks. In genera, this is a smaller set of missions/tasks than the total set for
which a unit is organized or designed. We believe the DoD standard against which units
(Active component, Reserve component, and civilian) should assess their readiness is the
complete list of missions/tasks they were organized or designed to accomplish.  For
conceptual ease, we term the combined set of missiongmission areas/tasks a “designed
operational capability,” or DOC.

54 CJCSI 3401.01b, Encl G, Page GL-5.
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The Joint Training System, which includes the Universal Joint Task List (UJTL)
and the Service task lists, can provide the basis for constructing these mission area
statements.®®> The Services, CINCs, and Defense Agencies should identify all
organizational entities that contribute to DoD readiness and, using the UJTL or the
Service-linked task lists, should update, revalidate, or in some cases create DOC
statements for all these entities. Every unit or organization in DoD would thus have a
DOC consisting of one or more primary missions (as determined by the Services, CINCs,
and Defense Agencies and derived from the mission set of a unit's next-higher-level
organization) for which the unit was organized or designed.

The current unit readiness reporting system does not take into account the dynamic
aspects of units whose peacetime readiness is deliberately degraded with the understanding
that the readiness of these units will be improved to wartime standards after they are
alerted for participation in a military operation. National Guard and Reserve units are the
largest group in this category. Other units whose readiness is limited by reduced
authorizations may aso fall into this category, including shipsin overhaul, units changing
equipment, or unitsto which tiered readiness has been applied.

The major difference between Active component units and National Guard and
Reserve unitsisin the amount of training time available in peacetime. National Guard and
Reserve unit personnel are required to train 39 or 40 days per year, and most RC units are
unable to do much more than that. Active component units train as much as 240 days per
year. For this reason, very few National Guard or Reserve units can achieve the wartime
required training status in peacetime. They will require additional training after they are
mobilized and brought to active duty before they qualify for deployment or employment.
The amount of time required for post-mobilization training depends on the size and type
of unit and the peacetime level of training it achieves during its limited training time.
Each unit has a pre-mobilization training plan that establishes the training status to be
achieved prior to mobilization. Units that meet this pre-mobilization training goal are
doing what they are supposed to do. At present these units are required to compute their
training readiness rating (T-rating) by comparing their actual training status to their
wartime status. This has two disadvantages. First, it conveys the impression that these
National Guard and Reserve units are inefficient because they are not ready to go to war

55 CJCSM 3500.03, “Joint Training Manual for the Armed Forces of the United States.” In fact, the Air
Force has aready made progress in thisregard. As stated in AFl 10-201, the mission tasking narrative
for a DOC statement should describe “the unit’'s wartime mission in plain English using missions in
AFDD 1-1
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immediately. Second, it fails to inform higher commanders about the times and resources
these units require after mobilization to train to wartime standards.

When a unit is mobilized, the part-timers become full-timers, and additional
training is needed to bring the unit up to the training status required for deployment. Pre-
mobilization and post-mobilization training for RC units is a continuum. The pre-
mobilization training provides the basis for the post-mobilization training. Each RC unit
has a training program for peacetime training that establishes its desired state of training
prior to mobilization. Each RC unit commander has to try to achieve this peacetime
training status, not the “full” training status to be achieved X days after the unit is
mobilized. If the unit commander does his job properly, the unit is fully “ready” to be
mobilized. We recommend, therefore, that one of the tasks RC commanders report on is
thelr “capability to receive mobilization augmentation/be prepared to mobilize.”
Reporting against this mission would highlight that the low C-ratings for the operational
missions/tasks are “planned” as a peacetime, pre-mobilization readiness state. The
Services would determine the pre-mobilization standard each RC unit would be required
to meset, as well as set the approximate post-mobilization time the unit would require to
attain the acceptable full C-level.

A similar mission/task is applicable to active units. Some units are designed to
deploy and some are in-place support units (i.e., support the deployers); both types may be
designed to accept personne or equipment augmentation along with receipt of an
operational mission. These units should have as one of their DOC missions “ready to
deploy,” “ready for anticipated surge workload,” or “ready to receive augmentees,” as

appropriate.

In addition to reporting against DOCs, certain units—those alerted in a warning or
deployment order for employment in an actual contingency, as well as forward deployed
units, such as those in the EUCOM or PACOM AOR—would also report against a second
set of mission requirements. We call this second set of requirements a “required
operational capability” (ROC). A ROC would state the actual missions/tasks envisioned
by the gaining/owning CINC.56 All DoD units and entities would have a DOC; those

56 The concept of reporting against both a DOC and a ROC is a major departure from the current system
and fills a significant gap in readiness reporting. A unit identified and given a warning order to
participate in a contingency would begin reporting its status and readiness against that “new” mission
upon receipt. The receiving CINC and the unit’'s parent Service should develop the new mission/task
list jointly. Reporting against both a DOC and ROC would keep both senior commanders and resource
managers directly apprised of the changing status, and potential stumbling blocks, as the unit prepares
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tasked for an actual contingency or forward deployed would pick up an additional
reporting requirement against a ROC. For contingency-tasked units, reporting against the
ROC would continue for the duration of the employment.5’ By requiring alerted,
employed, and forward deployed units to report against both a DOC and a ROC, the
database would provide a much more accurate picture of both a unit’s capabilities vis-a
visits designed mission and its current employment.58

As DOC/ROC statements are defined, it is critical that they be phrased in terms of
output capability.®® Defining DOC statements in this way is critica to making the
readiness-reporting database both viable and valuable. Combat units, on the one hand,
might be measured in terms of thelr readiness to conduct certain kinds of operations: A
fighter squadron might assess its readiness in terms of the number of air-to-air sortiesit is
capable of flying per day. An artillery unit might assess its ability to conduct a certain
number of fire missions per period of time. Aninfantry battalion or atank battalion might
report on its readiness to conduct a standard type of attack or to defend a standard width
of terrain. Combat support or combat service support units, on the other hand, may be able
to express their capability in direct output terms. For example, an airlift squadron might
assess its readiness in terms of a specific airlift or airdrop capability per period of time. A
communications unit might report in terms of the number of circuits it can

for contingency participation. In this instance, the unit would be double reporting, both against its
designed mission and against its “new” mission.

57 Currently, CJICSM 3150.02, p. J4, states: “Measured units will provide a subjective assessment of the
unit's ability to execute the currently assigned mission.” Reports arein terms of 1, 2, 3, or 4, using the
standard C-level definitions. However, “PCTEF will not necessarily correlate with the unit’s overall
C-levd. If, for example, the currently assigned mission is nontraditiona (peacekeeping, humanitarian
relief, counterdrug, etc.), PCTEF will capture a subjective assessment against this mission while the
overall C-level will continue to assess the unit’s ability to execute its wartime task(s).” Reporting
against a ROC would essentially supplant this field.

58  Adding a requirement for units to report against both a DOC and a ROC will not necessarily impose an
additional burden on the commander to gather information. In practice, most ROCs would be similar
(if not the same) as the DOC — generally, units have the same mission set in contingencies (ROC) that
they were organized and designed for (DOC). Differences do arise, however, especialy in regard to
SSCs. A basic Army infantry unit is not “designed” for peace operations; a basic Marine unit is not
“designed” for firefighting. When employed in these types of SSCs, a unit’'s DOC and ROC would be
somewhat (if not mostly) different. One would expect, and accept, a relative degradation in the
readiness for the designed mission as the readiness for the “new” mission increases and employment in
the “new” mission lengthens.

59 Air Force DOC statements do this to a large degree today. For example, the 314 Transportation
Squadron has a wartime mission to: “Provide transportation support for a 24-hour base operation at a
deployed location having 18 fighter, 12 refueling, or 6 bomber primary aircraft authorized (or any
equivalent combination)... Support a base population of approximately 1000 personnel.”
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operate. A repair depot might report its readiness to repair a specific number of enginesin
a specified period of time. In general, the vast mgjority of units should be able to define
their DOC or ROC in output terms.

In attempting to determine how a unit might best report its readiness to execute a
mission-essential task (MET), we investigated approaches in use by the Services and a
new approach under development by the Joint Staff. These approaches are the Army
Battlefield Operating System (BOS), the Navy Primary Mission Area (PRMAR), and the
Joint Staff Joint Mission Area (JMA). The Army uses BOS as the basis for evaluating the
training readiness of units undergoing training. The Navy uses PRMAR as the basis for
reporting readiness in GSORTS. The Joint Staff developed JMA in the context of
developing a concept of Joint Operational Architecture—an approach to understanding
joint operations.

We looked at each of these approaches in paralle with our efforts to understand
and apply new management techniques employed by successful American corporations.
These new management techniques suggest that the best way to understand unit readiness
is to apply a systems or a process approach that focuses on the output of the systems
within aunit. Thisis precisdy what the Army BOS approach is designed to do. Although
the Army does not currently use BOS to assess unit readiness in the Army’s GSORTS
report, we believe they would work well for measuring all aspects of readiness. The Navy
PRMAR and Joint Staff JMA approaches are more tied to functional stovepipes and are
not as useful for our purposes.60 Therefore, we decided that the mode for E-GSORTS
should be the Army BOS approach, with we refer to simply as “ operating systems.”

Accordingly, we concluded that a unit’s readiness to accomplish an individual
mission or task is dependent on the readiness of the operating systems within the
organization. These operating systems can either be operational or support. They can be
standardized across the spectrum of al operations, regardless of task or type of
organization involved. Using the Army BOS as a guide, we recommend the following
operating systems as the DoD standard: the unit’s “primary” operating system plus the
supporting systems, command and control, intelligence, logistics, force protection, and
maneuver and mobility. This approach provides a common, DoD-wide method for

60 The Navy PRMAR and the Joint Staff JMA approaches contain a mix of mission-essential tasks, e.g.,
ASW, and systems, e.g., command and control, that, because they are addressed in isolation, can best be
seen as functiona stovepipes not effectively reflecting the ability of the unit to provide the output
required in the DOC or the ROC.
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determining readiness on the basis of operating systems common to all organizations. The
value of this approach is that it provides a common structure against which to evaluate
(measure) all tasks.

In E-GSORTS, command and contral, intelligence, logistics, force protection, and
maneuver and mobility operating systems remain constant, regardless of unit type. The
“primary operating system” reflects the purpose of the specific type of unit rated. For
example, “employ fires’ is the primary operating system of a specific type of Army
combat unit, as “patient care” might be for a hospital or “handle funds’ for afinance unit.
Although the nomenclature could vary, DoD could develop a list of primary operating
systems for different mgjor types of units, and the readiness matrix would be adjusted
accordingly. The important thing is that the list of operating systems includes all support
and operational systems that every organization uses in the course of its activity.

The systems approach to readiness can be applied at each level of a military
hierarchy with subordinate units being incorporated into the systems of the higher-level
unit. For example, a battalion fits into the systems of a brigade and a brigade fits into the
systems of a divison. The systems approach can also be applied to the tasks against
which a unit measures its readiness. For example, a Navy battle group that has the task of
conducting antisubmarine warfare (ASW) has a system for conducting ASW that includes
the ships, submarines, and aircraft squadrons that are part of the battle group. The battle
group’s readiness to conduct ASW operations is a function of the readiness of the parts of
the ASW system. The system approach holds for the battle group’s component parts as
well. In this case, the ships, submarines, and aircraft squadrons are composed of systems
that must work together to allow the ASW system on the ship, submarine, or aircraft
sguadron to work effectively.

Figure C-1 shows the operating systems that might be considered for an infantry
battalion. The battalion headquarters, including the battalion staff officers and any
C3 systems, comprise the command and control OS. The scout platoon provides the
intelligence OS. The three maneuver companies provide the maneuver OS. The three
maneuver companies and the mortar platoon provide the fires OS. The support platoon,
mai ntenance platoon and the medical section comprisethelogistic OS.
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Figure C-1. A Mechanized Infantry Battalion as a System of Systems

Figure C-2, illustrates conceptually how a unit’s readiness matrix containing its
DOC/ROC, operating systems, and input factors intersect to give a view of a unit's
requirements and, when those requirements are compared with its status, to give aview of
the unit’s readiness. A higher-level commander would build each unit's matrix. In the
Navy, for example, the Navy Type Commander determines the PRMAR for every ship.
That higher commander, perhaps the commander responsible for designing the unit, would
identify each DOC task, would identify the operating systems involved in performing that
task, and would identify the standards each unit must meet in order to be given a C-Rating
for each task. Each of the Services have already accomplished much of this job. The
Army aready knows a unit’s design tasks and has identified its BOS associated with those
tasks. The Navy has identified its unit's PRMARs. The Air Force has identified the unit
type codes associated with their unit DOCs. The Marine Corps has developed T&R
manuals for most of its units. The DAs will have to build readiness matrices for their
units and this may prove difficult for units that have never reported in GSORTS.
Nevertheless, we believe it is very important for every readiness-related unit to know what
its mission essential tasks are, to know what resources and training it should have in order
to be ready and to be able to assess its readiness in comparison to that standard.
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Figure C-2. E-GSORTS Readiness Matrix

Each readiness matrix would contain a separate P, T, E, EC, and S rating,
aggregated across operating systems, for each mission-essential task assigned in the
DOC/ROC (to be more fully described below). Most of the actual data would be
automatically drawn from other databases maintained by the Services and DAS to support
their normal management duties. See appendix F for a discussion of how this Web-based
system might work.

The value of the readiness matrix is that it provides a clearer understanding of the
status of a unit, both in terms of its operating systems, and in light of its ability to provide
the output associated with its DOC and ROC tasks. The matrix lends a greater degree of
discipline to readiness reporting because it forces commanders to consider al the input
variables that may affect that unit’s ability to execute atask. The matrix can identify more
precisely than the present method the location of the “weak link” in interdependent
components of a system. Understanding exactly where this weak link lies enables a
commander to make a more precise judgment about his unit’s readiness to execute a task.
By pinpointing weaknesses and highlighting strengths, this approach provides a better
understanding of readiness and facilitates more exact and efficient fixes.

Furthermore, the matrix will identify readiness-related performance trends
throughout the depth of an organization. If one operating system, for example, isthe basis
for degraded readiness across a spectrum of tasks, the commander has a better
understanding of the nature of the problem and the best way to apply resources to improve
readiness status.
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REPORTING INPUT STATUS

There are five primary inputs that need to be included in the database.61 The five
inputs are personnel (P), training (T), equipment (E), equipment condition (EC), and
supplies (S). All reporting entities, whether combat units, headquarters staffs, or support
agencies, can be measured against these five factors using the methodology and metrics,
described below. Currently there are some units where reporting all five input areasis not
appropriate. Individual adjustments (and a report of “not applicable’) can be made in
those cases when the Service/parent organization deemsit appropriate.

Breaking out a unit’'s personnel, equipment, and training by operating system and
by mission essential task will result in double counting to some degree.2 An aircraft
carrier obvioudly uses the same platform and deck crew personne for all types of flight
operations, but uses very specific aircraft (SH-60) and aircrew members for antisubmarine
operations, and a completedy different set for fleet counterair (F-14,
F/A-18, E-2). Also, there is overlap between some functional tasks (e.g., command and
control) and operational tasks (with a C2 component of their own). Thisis acceptable, as
it can highlight shortfalls in key functional areas separate from the larger operational
mission context.

The value of this approach, i.e., not only tying the measurement of a unit’s status
and readiness assessment to individual and separate mission essential tasks, but aso
reporting in the same manner, is threefold. First, it would provide the joint commander
the task-specific information he needs about the capability of the units assigned or
apportioned to him without requiring him to have committed to memory the DOCs or
ROCs of alarge number of units not of his Service. Second, it would provide the fidelity
crisis planners need for sourcing units, without having to make endless telephone calls or

61  Addition of afifth reporting category (from the four currently reported into GSORTS) comes from the
recognition that GSORTS generally does not contain reports regarding either accompanying supplies
for deploying troops or supplies that would be needed for initial operational capability or sustainment,
in spite of the fact that CICSI 3401.02 labels the S-level “Equipment and Supplies on Hand.” (See
Part I1, Finding 3).

62 As mentioned earlier, this should not pose any additional burden on the commander, both because the
matrix is designed by his higher commander and because the matrix is automatically filled out from
other databases. Additionaly, the Navy has already identified the equipment (and by implication, the
associated personnel and supplies) by mission area for each class of ship. Flow charts such as those in
COMNAV SURFPACINST 3501.2g/COMNAAVSURFLANT 3500.7D SORTS Readiness Reporting
that provide explicit guidelines for assigning ratings based on specific pieces of degraded equipment
could be devised for al units regarding al input factors. This would ease the commander's
decisionmaking burden and would standardize ratings among like units experiencing the same
degradation.
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guesses as to what a unit is actually capable of doing. It also provides planners more
flexibility. Today, a unit reporting C-3 (e.g., a fighter sgquadron) may be deemed
unacceptable for employment in an operation simply on that basis and without further
analysiswhen, in fact, it may be C-3 in only one of its METs (e.g., cannot conduct ground
attack due to missing LANTIRN pods) while it is C-1 in another (fully capable of
conducting air-to-air operations). In short, this approach would allow planners both to see
what capabilities exist currently in theater and to match “troops-to-task” more accurately
and appropriately. Third, it would alow decisionmakers who must allocate scarce
resources to make a much more informed decision when they can easily see exactly what
ordnance or what personnel skills, for example, units lack.63

In sum, we recommend that DoD adopt a modified version of the current Navy
system whereby every unit or organization reports its status and its readiness to
accomplish each of its mission essentia tasks (as stated in its DOC, and if appropriate,
ROC).  This means that a unit with several METs would report on its readiness to
execute each of these METs (essentially the way a ship reports various “M-levels’
today).64 For example, a USAF fighter squadron with both counterair and ground-attack
missions would report the following: 1) the status of resources and training required and
the unit’s readiness to conduct air-to-air operations; and 2) the status of resources and
training required, and the unit’s readiness to conduct air-to-ground operations.

As mentioned earlier, intermediate commanders should report the readiness both of
their headquarters and of their organization as a single entity. This second report differs
from the procedures that apply to basic units. Commanders at intermediate levels,
divisions, wings, battlegroups, etc., need not concern themselves with the individual input
factors (resources and training) of their subordinate units. Rather, their concern is with
how, and to what degree, each subordinate entity contributes to the overall readiness of the
parent organization. CINCLANTFLT has already developed such a system for a limited

63 For example, two ships report C2. Under the current system, a commander cannot tell what is the best
use of a finite resource that “buys’ the most “readiness return.” Under the recommended system, a
commander would have more information to answer the question “Where do the next five sonar
operators | get into my command go?’ or “Where does the next widget go?’ Without this insight, the
commander may opt to put it on a ship that still couldn't make C1 when he could have put in on the ship
that only needs that one thing to cross the threshold into C1 status.

64 Air Force use of unit type codes (UTCs) for managing and employing assets presents a different
challenge to developing mission sets. For most Air Force units, individual UTCs are directly relatable
to one or more of the missions delineated in a unit's DOC statement, and the required personnel,
equipment, and training are aready specified. The connection would only need to be more clearly
defined and formalized.
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number (carrier battlegroups and amphibious ready groups) of warfare systems termed
“Mission Capability Assessment System” (MCAS). A similar system could be developed
for all intermediate organizations.

We leave open the question of whether the readiness matrix should include a
summary measure, or simply report the status of a unit by task and operating system. We
fed it is a policy decision best left to the Department. A summary measure could very
well lead to the same problems that the current system suffers from—it may provide too
little detail to be useful, or important information may get lost in the aggregation of data.
In any case, should such a measure be required, E-GSORTS, as an automated system, will
easily be able to provide it. In fact, it may be configured to deliver that data in any of
several methods; it could be based on the lowest task rating, it could be derived from a
weighted average, or any combination, depending on the wishes of the user.

Per sonnel

As mentioned, E-GSORTS would streamline personnel status reporting
considerably. First it would require all Services, CINCs, and Defense Agencies (DAS) to
report on the same basis. Then, with uniform data across those organizations,
E-GSORTS would be linked to the personnel reporting systems already in use by the
Services and with the Defense Integrated Military Human Resources System (DIMHRS)
when it isimplemented.

The current practice is to report the total number of personne available compared
with total number required by the Service, CINC, or DA guiddlines. This information is
necessary for the personnel managers of the Services, but by itsdf, is not useful when
determining readiness. What is required is an understanding of which people are available
within each operating system to perform a specific set of tasks. For example, on the
surface, a mechanized infantry battalion rated at 97%otal personnel seems “ready” until
one understands that the missing 3%comprise an operating system without which the unit
cannot function.

Therefore, what E-GSORTS will do is query the existing personnd database
againgt a specific sat of requirements for each cross-section of tasks and operating
systems. When assessing a unit’s personnel readiness in the logistics operating system, for
example, the database will look for the fill of atarget population of available personne in
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a specific set of hillets corresponding to the skills and grades required.®> The readiness
matrix would identify the target population required. The level of detail could be
aggregated (all logistic personnd assigned) or might be DOC and ROC specific. A
combat-oriented DOC may demand turret mechanics, for example, whereas a
peacekeeping ROC may require more truck drivers and fuel handlers. In any case, since
personnel reporting is a daily requirement and E-GSORT S would automatically search for
and report a set of predetermined population requirements, this portion of readiness
reporting would happen automatically, although the commander would retain the ability to
insert his own judgment about the status of his unit.

The uniform reporting by all entities of personne status—total personnel, by skill,
and by grade—provides several benefits. It primarily addresses the lack of consideration
we perceive in the current system for both personal and unit “experience.” Additionaly, it
takes into account the role of critical skills (currently specifically missing in Army reports)
and therole of leadersin contributing to a unit’s capability.

An important personnd factor that is not uniformly addressed in the current
GSORTS is the extent of personne turbulence and turnover in units. This factor is
important because units that have high levels of turbulence and turnover have difficulty
attaining the high levels of training readiness that is increasingly important as units are
placed in increasingly demanding Situations or are expected to be ready to deploy to a
combat situation with very little warning.66 Rather than measure turbulence and
turnover—two factors with negative implications—it appears feasible to report the level of
stability in a unit or organization. “Stability indicators’ should be designed to reflect the
movement of personnel from job to job within the reporting unit and from reporting unit to
reporting unit. We believe E-GSORT S should report the percentage of available personnel
that hold the same position as they did 90 days previoudy (turbulence), as well as the
percentage of personnel that were in the unit 90 days earlier (turnover). Percentages could
be determined for the unit as a whole, by each mission area, by critical positions, by
operating system, or by a combination of these.67

65 Reserve component units would only count as available those personnel who meet the minimum legal
regquirements for “ deployment.”

66 GEN Don Starry, U.S. Army (ret), former Commander of the Army’s Training and Doctrine Command,
made the following statement when asked about the impact of turbulence: “When turbulence and
turnover exceed 20%per quarter, al training—no, makethat all learning—stops.”

67 We have not identified a precise way for the stability indicators to be used in determining the P-level.
Nevertheless, we are convinced they would be a powerful tool for a commander to help determine
whether the unit is either more or less ready than the norma measures would indicate. Additionally,
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Training

Most criticisms of the current GSORTS database focus on training readiness,
underscoring the point that the inability to portray training readiness in a uniform
(standardized) and widely accepted manner is a major weakness of GSORTS. Developing
a satisfactory training readiness metric common to all Services, CINCs, and DAs would
help to satisfy many critics. The problem of devising meaningful, objective assessments
of training readiness is among the most serious issues plaguing readiness reporting.
Accordingly, clearer thinking about a standard operational definition for training readiness
isrequired.

We bdlieve the common DoD standard for measuring training status should be the
percentage of required training accomplished to standard by the personnel, teams, crews,
and operational systems actually assigned and available to a reporting entity. What
follows is an example of how an entity’s training status should be measured. This
exampleis designed to be applicable to any DoD entity.

The proposed operational definition for training readiness should include several
individual components—one macro measure of unitwide collective training for each
mission essential task, and micro measures of dimensions of training within each MET’s
operating systems. Standards would be established by the chain of command and would
be maintained no lower than the next higher headquarters at all levels. Standards integrity
would be accomplished through periodic evaluations and training inspections. Units
would be expected to conduct all training to established standards even if most training
must be sdlf-evaluated. This concept is based on the current Navy techniques for
measuring training readiness. It also captures the intent of the Army proposed T-METL
metric without its subjectivity since events would be prescribed rather than determined by
the unit commander. Additionally, this concept also would accommodate the realities of
[imitations on training time for Reserve component units prior to mobilization.

We discussed the concept of “stability indicators’ in the previous section. We
believe that stability is also important when assessing training readiness and recommend
that a “stability penalty” be built into the micrometrics. It is widely understood that
turnover and turbulence degrade crew/squad/team training levels. Provisions to account

turnover and turbulence among the unit’s leadership should be especially highlighted. Reporting only a
unit's overall average could hide cases where all or most of the leadership is “green.” Current DoD data
systems do not provide information on job-to-job movement within a unit, and the inclusion of such a
measure in GSORTS could provide important data for future research into thisissue.
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for stability have been incorporated into some training metrics. For example, Army
metrics for tank crews require commander and gunner to qualify together as a crew;
DoD-wide metrics for aviation units require that pilots be certified in their new unit before
they can be counted as trained; and Navy instructions require that retraining be conducted
to retain certification when key members of naval gunfire support teams and Tomahawk
launch teams depart. Each crew/team metric should include standards for acceptable
turnover and requirements for compensatory training for new crewmembers.

We illustrate the following discussion of training metrics with an Army
mechanized infantry battalion. One of its DOC METs is “attack.” Contributing to the
attack task are several operating systems, one of which is “fires’ (the unit’s “primary”
operating system). This operating system in turn consists of 44 Bradley crews, divided
into platoons and companies. Each Bradley is manned by a crew of 3 people—vehicle
commander, gunner and driver.

The proposed metrics are:

Percentage of each operating system’ s required personnel that are fully qualified
in their assigned position
The percentage would be determined by dividing the number of available
personnel  in  an operating system that have accomplished and met the
Service/CINC/Defense Agency training standards for both initial and continuation training
by the required number as prescribed in the unit’s readiness matrix. In our example, the
unit’s report would reflect the individual training status of the Bradley crewmembers.

Percentage of the unit’'s required (within each mission area) individual
squads/crews/ teams that are fully manned and qualified

This micrometric would be calculated for each squad, crew, and team within each
operating system. The three crewmembers in each Bradley in our example must operate
together as a team; training in this regard would be assessed here. Training standards
should be event based and should take stability into account. A percentage of assigned
combat support squads and crews fully manned and qualified would also be computed.

Percentage of the unit’'s required (within each mission area) higher-echelon teams
that have completed prescribed collective training

This micrometric would be calculated for each team within each operating system.
In our example, 42 of the 44 Bradleys form higher-echelon teams—9 platoons of
4 vehicles each, and a second echelon of 3 companies with 3 platoons each. The collective
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training of each of these teams should have training standards that are event based and that
take stability into account.

Percentage of operating systemwide (within each mission area) collective training
completed

This micrometric would be calculated for each operating system as a single entity.
It would reflect the redlity that an operating system may have severa disparate type
squads/crews/teams that must operate together to accomplish a task. In our example this
would include the training status of the mortar squads in the battalion’s mortar platoon
plus combat service support teams.

Percentage of prescribed unitwide collective training completed

This macrometric would be based entirdy on event-based unit collective training
accomplished to standard for the mission area being assessed. In order to accomplish a
mission, each of the operating systems must work together in some manner. This metric
reflects the collective training of the entire set of operating systems in regards to the
mission.”0 In our example, unitwide collective training would be a function of training
events that encompass the combined performance of fires, command and control,
maneuver, etc. (all operating systems).

Having calculated the percentage of training accomplished to standard for each of
the micrometrics and the macro metric as appropriate to unit composition and operating
system, the overall unit training level, T-level, for each mission essential task might be the
lowest of the metrics or it might be some weighted average.

There are several implications for establishing a T-rating for Reserve component
(RC) units. Actual training status should be reported in GSORTS in the same manner for
RC units as for AC units. However, the CINCs who will receive RC units as part of their
forces need to know how long they will have to wait before these units will be available to
deploy. Accordingly, a days-to-train estimate after they are mobilized is important for
reserve component units (see discussion on “Forecasting Readiness,” below). RC unit
commanders should report the time it will take them to accomplish al of the training

70 All of the Services aready have identified collective training events that units are required to pursue.
Joint Forces Command has developed a training program for joint and unified staffs. Defense Agencies
and other organizations without such training programs would have to develop them.
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events they need to accomplish after mobilization.” We would caution, however, that the
days-to-train estimate couldn’t be used as anything more than a benchmark to compare the
readiness of like units. Itisnot really auseful planning tool to indicate the ability of a unit
to actually deploy because it does not consider the impact that outside limitations and
constraints have on the deployment timeline.”2

Equipment and Equipment Condition

E-GSORTS would approach equipment status with the same philosophy that it
deals with personndl. Aswith personnd reporting, the readiness matrix would identify the
target set of equipment required for each cross-section of tasks and operating systems.
Units have arecord of what equipment they have on hand in their unit property book, and
these books are already automated. E-GSORTS would conduct a smple query of that
property book data and compare it with the unit’s readiness matrix to determine what the
unit has on hand versus what is required. E-GSORTS could then cross reference that data
with the logistics requisition system to determine the maintenance status of each piece of
on-hand equipment. The point is, since units already update the property book upon any
equipment gain or loss, and since units must maintain an accurate maintenance status on
each piece of equipment to request parts and schedule services, E-GSORTS could
automatically populate the equipment and equipment status fields of the readiness matrix
with the data it mines from these existing information systems.

Supplies

E-GSORTS will create a “supplies’ category and a requirement to report on the
status of both on-hand and sustainment supplies. Most units and organizational entities
need to keep some level of supplies on hand or have them immediately available if they are

71 As described in appendix D, the Services would report on their readiness to provide forces to meet
supported CINC needs. Therefore, it is incumbent on the Services to report in the IMRR their own
estimates of the availability of al AC and RC units based on current status, training events to
accomplish, and training support resources available.

72 The potential flaw in this portion of the commander's estimate is that he makes it in a near vacuum,
without regard to other units that may require the same type of resources ssimultaneously. For example,
if infantry or armor battalion commanders determine that their units must conduct crew and platoon
qualification as part of their days-to-train estimate to achieve METL proficiency, the estimate does not
consider two very real limitations: range throughput and available transportation. If all infantry and
armor battalions need to fire at about the same time in the deployment sequence, that would create a
sizable bottleneck at the ranges as units wait for their turn to fire. Furthermore, if all maneuver and fire
support battalions generally assume the same basic timeline to train, there may well be limitations in the
rall or truck transportation available to move heavy equipment to the range complexes nearly
simultaneously to meet those commanders' estimated schedules.
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to be ready to respond to a contingency. These supplies include the following types of
materiel: 1) secondary consumable and repairable items, 2) munitions, and 3) medical
items, 4) fuel, and 5) food. Materid for initial sustainment of deploying troops may
include accompanying supplies that are on hand in the units or held at the base or
installation level. It may include prepositioned equipment and supplies and war reserve
material that the deploying units will use to establish initial operational capability and for
initial sustainment. The Services also rely on DLA, in-place industry agreements, and
third-party logistic support agreements to provide critical secondary consumable items
including operational rations, individual equipment and clothing, bulk fuel, construction
and barrier materiel, medical items, and almost all of the consumable spare parts used in
weapons systems and end items.

As mentioned earlier, GSORTS does not currently require the systematic reporting
of the status of most of these categories of supplies. Because each Service has a
different concept of logistic support with different time lines for sustainment using initial
stocks, it is impossible to apply the same reporting guidelines to all.”3 More uniform
reporting standards might be developed as part of the Joint Total Asset Visbility (JTAV)
system. In the meantime, a unit’s S-level might be based on the following examples.”4

1) Unit and other types of accompanying supplies used for initial sustainment. A
unit’s S-level may be determined by comparing on-hand supplies with both the range and

73 There are other sustainment supply and logistic support capabilities that should be included in the
Department’ s readiness reporting system that do not lend themselves to areporting structure such asthe
GSORTS or do not necessarily need to be reported with the same frequency as unit status reports. For
example, the Bulk Petroleum Capabilities Report is part of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Joint Reporting
System (JRS) and is prepared on an annual basis. This report provides an assessment of the readiness
of the civil/military petroleum system to meet DoD petroleum demands. Given DoD’s increasing
dependence on other types of support from private industry and allied nations, DoD should consider
establishing other periodic JRS reports to address other critical readiness issues such as the readiness of
the civil/military industrial base to meet DoD needs for war reserve materiel and repair parts. These
assessments might be based on such indicators as depot maintenance backlogs, customer wait times,
peacetime operation inventory levels versus authorized levels, and percentage of munitions inventories
that need to be reinspected before issue.

74 The reader must not assume that the listed examples are al-inclusive. A definitive listing is outside the
scope and expertise of this study. The guiding principle for Service logistics experts as they define the
items to be included in E-GSORTS reporting is: If it isimportant to the capability of a unit to perform a
mission/task, then its status and readiness should be reported.
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depth of authorized levels of supplies. A unit’s S-level should be based on the availability
of the following categories of supplies.’>

Air Force — Mobility Readiness Spares Packages (MRSP); Standard Air
Munitions Packages (STAMP) and Standard Tanks, Racks, Adapters, Pylons
Packages (STRAPP); and In-Place Readiness Spares Packages (IRSP)

Navy and Marine Air — Aviation Consolidated Allowance Lists (AVCAL)
Navy Fleet — Consolidated Ship Allowance List (COSAL)
Army — Prescribed Load List (PLL) and Authorized Allowance List (AAL)

Marine Corps (ground) — Sustainment stock levels for al supply classes
including prepositioned and unit held stocks

Inventory levels of chemical and biological defense equipment, medical items
and supplies

Inventory levels of special individual troop equipment not normally issued to
troops (e.g., cold wesather gear, body armor, theater-specific troop support
equipment and clothing).

2) Prepositioned assets (ashore and afloat) and war reserve materiel, starter and
swing stocks located in CONUS and OCONUS

Prepositioned stocks of weapons systems and support equipment should be
reported as unitsin E-GSORTS. A prepositioned unit report would address primarily unit
equipment—Ilevel of fill versus authorized levels and the condition of the equipment and
supplies. Reports should address the specific tasks the prepositioned units are designed to
accomplish, e.g., LOTS, materiel handling, and petroleum distribution. War reserve items
and supplies should be reported by leved of fill versus authorized levels and a measure of
capability (e.g., days of supply). Examples:

Army — brigade sets, operational projects, and secondary item war reserves
Navy — Advanced Logistic Support Sites equipment and supplies

Air Force — Bare Base (Harvest Falcon and Harvest Eagle), inventories of
munitions afloat and other prepositioned support equipment and supplies

7> As a minimum, all unit accompanying supplies, Service and DLA war reserve materiel, and other
prepositioned materiel for initial sustainment should be reported for the near term.  As the ability to
acquire total asset visibility, eg., for the availability of other materiel in the retail and wholesale
systems, becomes available this should also be included in the Service and DLA readiness reports.
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e Marine Corps — prepositioned equipment, munitions, and other secondary
items on the Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF), LFORM and in Marine
Corps units and under inventory materiel manager control in Marine
Corps/DLA installations

COMMANDER’SREADINESSESTIMATE

The preceding section described how E-GSORTS should objectively measure and
report a unit’s status of resources and training and how that status was a proxy for the
unit’s readiness to provide the output required by the unit’'s DOC or its ROC.

At first glance, one may be concerned by the seemingly overwhelming chore of
aggregating the results of the readiness matrix up through the echelons. This is not as
complex as it may seem when one understands that the operating systems of a unit at any
level are generally relevant only in how they contribute to the unit’s ability to perform the
task the next echelon needs it to do. A parent unit needs to know each subordinate unit’s
readiness to execute the task that enables the parent to execute its task. Raw resource and
training data is generally not required. E-GSORTS will be able to aggregate data by task
and by operating system. It could be configured to deliver a readiness report based on that
data in any of several methods; it could be based on the lowest task rating, it could be
derived from aweighted average, or any combination, depending on the needs of the user.

Regardless of the method of aggregation, it isimportant that unit readiness reports
be based on as little subjectivity as possible. Nevertheless, we believe that assessing
readiness should not be a purely objective exercise—a function of adding or subtracting
numbers and reporting the final result. Today, commanders are relatively freeto adjust the
“objective” C-level up or down, as they deem appropriate. Commanders at all levels have
experience and professional judgment that a readiness reporting system would be foolish
toignore. They are the best judges because they can directly influence readiness through
such measures as reallocating resources among subordinate units or substituting one means
of achieving a desired effect for another. The commander is in the best position to take
account of the intangibles that are not or cannot be directly measured in the categories of
personnel, training, equipment, equipment condition, and supplies. The
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readiness matrix is amore exact tool to help him do that efficiently. Some of these factors
include (not intended to be exhaustive): 76

Personnd factors

— Availability of personnd able to accomplish mission tasks but who don’t

have required specialty codes or skill levels

Unusually high or low formal education level, morale, or unit
cohesion/esprit de corps

Availability of personnel with certain occupational specialties that have a
larger effect than indicated by total personnel or critical personne fill rates

Equipment and Supplies factors

Availability of items having a larger effect than indicated by equipment
fill rate

Availability of older items able to substitute functionally and interoperate
with required items

Availability of spare parts and other material that have been classified as
Diminishing Manufacturing Sources (DMS) and Materid Shortages (MS)
items

Status of plans to move resources from peacetime temporary locations to
wartime locations

The availability of special equipment that may be used to increase the
chance for success under adverse conditions or add flexibility to mission
accomplishment

Equipment condition subjective factors

Demonstrated ability to meet customer wait time (CWT) goals and surge
maintenance during exercises, inspections, or operations

Progranmed depot maintenance status and unscheduled depot
maintenance probability

Modification programs status and the impact of modifications on day-to-
day operations

Mission-capable rates

76 Extracted from CJCSI 3150.02, page N-6.
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e Training subjective factors

— Avallability of qualified training personnd (rated and non-rated),
availability of equipment and/or facilities, and the availability of aress,
ranges, and flying hours

— Time lapses between major training events

— Completion of any specialized training that increases the chances for
mission accomplishment

e  Other Factors
— Another unit’s readiness rating when more than one unit is required for a
specific mission
— Host or tenant mission requirements

— Ability of contractors to provide contracted supply and service(s) in
contingencies or wartime

Therefore, we recommend an additional, secondary reporting category be made
available for the commander to modify/mitigate the objectively derived ratings based on
judgment, taking into account subjective factors such as those listed above. This
secondary rating would not supplant the objective rating, but its inclusion would be of
added value for highlighting the “actual” readiness of those units that are not adequately
reflected by the objective measurements.

FORECASTING READINESS

As aready noted, a commander should be proactive instead of merely reactive to
future readiness concerns.  From his vantage point the unit commander can see events
downstream and can use that knowledge to predict changes in readiness. Current
procedures require a forecast “whenever the overall C-level isnot “1”; a change of C-level
is predicted; or the forecasted date of change expires.” 77 Using current Air Force practice,
we recommend that all reporting unit commanders forecast what rating the unit will
change to, whether up or down, and the date that change will occur when “concrete
indications of an impending change in the unit’s [rating] exists.” 78

For example, a unit is currently reporting S-3 in one task due to a lack of required
supplies. Based on established firm due-in/due-out dates, the commander anticipates

77 CJCSI 3150.02, p. N-21.
78  Air Force Instruction 10-201, 1 March 2000, page 31.
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S-2 in 2 months; the unit would forecast S-2 and an improvement date 60 days from the
report date. Alternatively, a commander currently reporting P-1 for a task foresees a
degradation in 3 months based on knowing that a significant portion of unit personnel are
scheduled to PCS and replacements cannot be immediately trained—a P-3 forecast. This
practice would assist training management as well. For example, a commander who has
not been resourced to conduct required training, or who is scheduled to participate in an
upcoming peacekeeping mission, would be able to forecast the impact of these
circumstances and highlight the anticipated training degradation. This “forecast” (based
on concrete evidence) would be useful in helping decisionmakers perhaps forestall (or at
least understand the implications of) the actual occurrence of a readiness shortfall.”

A second method that could provide valuable information to higher-level officials
would be for reporting unit commanders to estimate the amount of time necessary to
upgrade the unit rating in a specific task. Providing such an estimate would be valuable to
planners and senior decision makers, alowing them to make informed decisions as to
when a particular unit could be sourced to an operation. It would be particularly helpful
for many Reserve component units that are staffed in peacetime primarily with part-time
servicemembers and for training units that normally are not expected to deploy (but could
if given the appropriate resources and training), as well asfor al other units of intentional
or defacto tiered readiness. The chain of command should provide unit commanders with
a specific set of assumptions to use in making this estimate, for example, access to training
facilities, personne fills, and provision of equipment.

We recommend, therefore, that commanders at all levels be asked to predict
changes in their readiness status by task, based on information available to them. When
